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My Dear Sir, 

It is not because you are Attorney General of our own 
great State, that I preface these pages with your name. But because 
I know your warm and generous spirit, scorning meanness, hating 
oppression, and loving justice, prizes above all considerations of 
party, the welfare and honor of our common country. 

I am ever truly yours, T. S. 

New York, April, 1844. 



Note. 



The substance of this pamphlet was first published in the Even- 
ing Post in several essays, under the signature of Veto. Some friends 
have thought them worth preserving in a more durable form. 



ANNEXATION OP TEXAS. 



It is now nearly seven years since the question of the annexation of 
Texas to the Union was submitted to the Federal government, and 
decided in the negative. That decision was based upon our duties, 
as a nation, to the Mexican government, and on the very doubtful 
nature of the constitutional power ; and in making that disposition of 
the subject, the administration of Mr. Van Buren was fully sustained. 
In the long list of offences imputed to that President, and during all 
the angry years of partizan warfare which have since elapsed, the re- 
fusal to receive Texas has never, to our knowledge, been condemned. 
That the nation at large acquiesced in the result, cannot be doubted. 

The same question is now again presented to the people of these 
States, but in a very different manner. What was then the request 
of Texas herself, is now the anxious wish of the persons administering 
our own government. What was then the solicitation of a foreign 
power, has now become the darling measure of our own politicians. 

Upon the magnitude of this subject it is unnecessary to say any- 
thing. No man familiar with the structure or the history of this con- 
federacy, with its sectional interests, or its political organization, can 
fail to perceive that it is hy far the most important that has in our 
day been submitted to the judgment of the people. Involving, as it 
does, a material alteration of the Union itself, raising a most impor- 
tant question of constitutional law, seriously affecting our amicable 
relations with foreign powers, addressing by turns, in different lan- 
guage, the local interest of every section, awakening earnest desires, 
arousing angry passions, and last, absorbing in itself the great conflict 
between freedom and slavery, he must be insensible indeed, that needs 
any appeal to arouse his attention. No man is worthy the franchise 
of the Republic, no man deserves the name of American citizen, who 
is not awake to the magnitude of the interest. 

It is a question, too, which should be approached in no ordinary 
frame of mind. In calmness, temper, and an entire devotion to the 
great principles of free government, can it alone be investigated. He 
who seeks to consider it, should put away, if possible, every sectional 
or local prejudice, look only to the great interests of liberty and 
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Union, and endue himself with that general and catholic spirit which 
makes the difference between a statesman and a party politician. 

" Liberty and Union /" — We have been taught to consider them 
inseparable and identical. The interests of peace, the tie of 
brotherhood, a joint inheritance in some of the greatest names that 
the world has ever pronounced, mutual trials and mutual triumphs, 
no less than the mere material interests of commerce, bind 
together in one dear and common country, the great people, sown 
broadcast by the hand of the Almighty, from the St. John's to the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

In the spirit, then, of liberty and union, let us approach this great 
problem, and receive our solution, not on the authority of any man 
nor any set of men — not from any party, political or religious, but 
from those principles of our government which speak to us daily in 
our own history and the history of the race. 

Texas is a district of country lying to the south-west of the United 
States, between the 26th and the 34th deg. of North latitude, bounded 
on the east and south-east by the Gulf of Slexico, and on the south and 
west by Mexico. Its western boundary, as we shall have occasion 
hereafter to see, is still unsettled. As an independent State it now 
claims to extend to the Rio Norte or Rio Grande, also known as the 
Rio Bravo. As a province of Mexico, its limits were much more 
confined. What is here said refers to the boundaries claimed by 
Texas herself. Its area is about 380,000 square miles, in other 
words, equal to one-seventh of the whole surface of the present 
Union. A level tract of land from twenty to seventy miles in width, 
extends from the Sabine to the Rio Grande or Rio Bravo, along the 
etitire sea-coast of the country. This district, immediately on the 
sea, is hot, low and unhealthy, but is described as one of great fertili- 
ty, and eminently fit for all the peculiar productions of the southern 
States, cotton, sugar and tobacco. Receding from the level tract, the 
ground varies from prairies to an undulating surface, and then becomes 
hilly. In the upper country the climate is much colder, and the 
northern grains are said to thrive. It possesses mines of coal and 
iron, and vast forests of live oak. But the only population of any 
consequence at present is to be found in the district near the sea. 
The country is well watered by several large streams, navigable from 
fifty to two, three or four hundred miles in the interior. The popu- 
lation is very variously estimated from 80,000 to 300,000.* 

This country, in the year 1835, formed a part of the state of 
Coahuila and Texas,| and as such belonged to the Republic of Mexico. 

* This hiief description of the country is condensed from various works on 
Texas, most of which are far from unfavorable to the country. The following 
are the principal among them : Newell's History of the Revolution of Texas ; 
Visit to Texas ; Texas, by Kennedy ; Texas and the Texans, by H. S. Foote ; 
The Texan Immigrant. If any one desires a full view of the speculation and 
knavery to which the country has given rise, the latter work will abundantly en- 
lighten him. 

t Whether Texas was or was not entitled to an independent existence under 
the Mexican government was one of the questions first agitated in their revolu- 
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It differed, however, materially in its population from the rest of the 
Union to which it belonged, having long been an object of interest to 
the southwestern States, and having received, commencing in 1821, 
the period of Moses Austin's grant, a very considerable American or 
Anglo-Saxon population. That population was at the outset of a very 
desperate character. In August, 1817, Mr. Chew, Collector at New 
Orleans, writes to Mr. Crawford, Secretary of the Treasury, of the 
most shameful violations of the slave act, as well as of our revenue 
laws, practised by a motley mixture of freebooters and smugglers 
established at Galveston." (State papers, vol. 9, p. 351.) 

The contest between Texas and Mexico is familiar to alL The 
early hopes entertained by mankind for the freedom and ])vosperity of 
that portion of Spanish America were blasted by the convulsions 
which, commencing in 1828, terminated only in the ignorant military 
despotism established by Santa Anna in 1833. The Texan revolu- 
tion commenced in 1835, and terminated in less than a year, with the 
battle of San Jacinto. Vehement appeals have been made to us to 
sympathise with the Texan revolution as a struggle of kin to our own, 
and to join our feelings in unison with those of American blood, 
strujjrfflinjy in the srreat cause of freedom. This mioht be more easily 
done if it were possible to forget the origin of the settlenu nt of 
Texas. It began in land speculation ; it was marked in its 
course by abominable frauds, and one of the great causes of dis- 
satisfaction w?s the absolute prohibition by Mexico of slavery 
within its limits. 

The first settlers of Texas, for the mere love of gain, abandoned a 
free republic for a colonial destiny. Protestants, they transferred 
themselves to catholic rule, and renounced the birth-right of their an- 
cestors, the dear tie of country, and all the valuable privileges of 
civilized American freedom, for the doubtful and desperate chances 
of a settlement on the Texan prairies under Spanish dominion. 

lion. In 1833, Texas requested admission into the Mexican Confederacy as a 
sovereign stale. The request was refused, and this was one among the nume- 
rous causes of discontent. Colonel Austin, on the Sth of September, 1S35, in a 
speech delivered by him, spoke as follows : 

" Under the Spanish Government, Texas was a separate and distinct province. 
As such it had a separate and distinct local organization. It was one of the 
unities that composed the general mass of the nation, and as such participated 
in the war of the revolution, and was represented in the Constituent Congress 
of Mexico that formed the Constitution of 1824. This Constituent Congress, so 
far from destroying this unity, expressly recognized and confirmed it by the law 
of May 7th, 1S21, which united Texas with Coahuila provisionally, under the 
especial guarantee of being made a state of the Mexican confederation as soon 
as it possessed the necessary elements. That law and the federal Constitution 
gave to Texas a specific political existence, and vested in its inhabitants special 
and defined rights, which can only be relinquished by the people of Texas acting 
for themselves as a unity and not as a part of Coahuila, for the reason that the 
union with Coahuila was limited, and only gave power to the stat& of Coahuila 
and Texas to govern Texas for the lime being, hid always subject to ihv. vi'skd 
rights of Texas. The state, therefore, cannot relinquish those vested rights, by 
agreeing to the change of government, or by any other act, unless expressly 
authorized by the people of Texas to do so; neither can the general govern- 
ment of Mexico legally deprive Texas of them without the consent of this 
people. These are my opinions." — (Texas and the Texans, by H. Stuait Foote, 
vol. ii., p. 62.) 
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Texas itself has been, from its commencement, one great specu- 
lation, and in the long list of bubble companies of the day, the 
" Galveston Bay, and Texas Land Company ^"^"^ enjoys a distinguished 
pre-eminence. Our cities have been inundated with Texas scrip, and 
the eager desire of those who wish their titles confirmed is not to be 
lost sight of in estimating the motires which animate the friends of 
annexation. 

Our ancestors exchanged despotism for freedom. The Texans 
abandoned freedom for despotism. Liberty of conscience and the 
right of sell-government stimulated the one, speculation and jobbing 
excited the other. 

The courage of the West is too well established to be now called in 
question, and the history of the Texan war derives all that it can boast 
of lustre from western courage. Houston, Lamar, Travis, Fannin, 
all the men whose desperate resistance and miserable fate is connected 
with the atrocious cruelties practised at the Alamo and Goliad, were 
western men, whom a false sympathy and a restless spirit had seduced 
from their homes and their regular pursuits. Fannin writes from the 
Alamo, just previous to its capture (Foote, v. ii., p. 207), "In my 
last I informed you that I could find but some half dozen citizens of 
Texas in my ranks, and I regret to say that it is yet the case." 

With the exception of the infamous massacres of the Alamo and 
Goliad, and considering the Bobadil terms in which it has been spoken 
of, the contest is almost burlesque. At the action of Gonzales, the 
Mexicans ran when the Texans came within five hundred yards. The 
capture of Goliad was etfected without the loss of a Texan life. At 
Conception, one man was lost in a battle of five minutes, and in 
the storm of Alamo, the Texan Badajoz, when taken from the Mexi- 
cans, one man was killed, and eight officers and men severely wounded, 
while in the famous battle of San Jacinto, which lasted just fifteen 
minutes, eight Texan lives were lost. The whole course of the con- 
test is indeed marked by no other feature than the mingled imbecility 
and ferocity of the Mexicans. That so much has been said of the 
glories acquired in the Texan revolution, argues of itself the existence 
of few subjects for honorable fame. That the resistance of Texas 
to Mexico was in many respects well warranted, none can doubt ; 
that either the origin of the new state, or its struggle for inde- 
pendence, affords great subjects of national exultation we may well 
question. 

But I attach no very great importance to these considerations. If 
we can find nothing in the history of Texas very much calculated to 
enlist our sympathies, there is, on the other hand, nothing which 
should repel us from her embraces. Her destinies are all before her ; 
her population claims the same origin with ourselves. The vices of 
a frontier people she has in common with our own pioneer States, 
and the admission of Texas must be decided upon points altogether 
different from those which we have just considered. 

The relations of Texas to Mexico, since the year 1836, have re- 
mained unchanged. Though still denounced as a rebel by the Span- 
ish confederacy, no vigorous effort has been made by that feeble 
power for her re-subjugation ; while, on the other hand, her inde- 
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pendence has been recognized ' / the United Slates, England, France^ 
and Holland. 

It is now nearly eight years since Texas practically established her 
independence ; and it is now as an independent power that admission 
is sought for her into the Union. 

If it is said that Mexico has not acknowledged her independence, 
it is replied that eight years are suflicient to test the question, and 
that a sullen refusal on the part of the Spanish confederacy to recog- 
nize Texas, oudit not to bind the conscience or control the conduct 
ot other powers. But of this, more in its order. 

One other circumstance remains to be noticed. Texas is a slave- 
holding power. Peopled by settlers from the southern and south- 
western slave-holding States, she has retained the institution within 
her limits. The seventh of the general provisions of her constitution 
declares and establishes the existence of slavery in her limits — ^prohi- 
bits equally the slave trade and emancipation, except for exportation 
or by consent of Congress. If Texas is now admitted, it is without 
any restriction on slavery. 

The idea has been held out by some northern presses, that a great 
difficulty would be remedied if Texas could come into our Union as a 
free State, or with proper guarantees that in whole or in part she 
should become one. The suggestion is without the least foundation. 
Texas, as a free State, would be an object of alarm to those who now 
urge her admission. It is as a slave territory, and because a slave ter- 
ritory, that her annexation is demanded. It has been suggested that 
the northern part of Texas is not adapted to slavery. It is so, just as 
little as Virginia or Missouri ; but slavery, unfortunately, does not 
depend on climate, and slave-holding Arkansas will never consent to 
a free State on any part of her southern border. This is precisely one 
of those concessions that the Southern States have never made and 
never will make. Whenever the offer is made to admit her as a free 
government, it w^ill be time enough to consider it. It is as a slave- 
holding State, that the annexation is now urged, and it is only in this 
light that the question is now to be regarded. 

One other question, as connected with the origin of Texas, may 
properly be considered here. It belongs to her history, and though it 
has no particular bearing upon the merits of the question, still, as it 
appeals to popular sympathy, it is proper that it should be correctly 
understood. 

Did Texas ever form a portion of the territory of the United States f 
And are we now merely re-acqnimuf what was once our own, or 
making a fresh addition to our dominions ? 

On the 24th of April, 1S3S, Mr. Preston, of South Carolina, sub- 
mitted to the Senate a resolution dcclarinf^ " that the true boundary 
of the United States, under the treaty of I^ouisiana, extended on the 
south-west to the Rio Norte," and this position has been recently as- 
sumed by other writers. 

The Hon. Mr. Walker, Senator of the United States, from Missis- 
sippi, in a letter recently published, addressed by him to the people 
of Carroll county, Kentucky, has also asserted that Texas formed an 
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original part of that territory of Louisiana, which we purchased from 
France in 1803. 

This pamphlet is one which I shall have frequent occasion to no- 
tice, for it presents, in a condensed form, all the arguments in favor of 
this measure, and 1 desire it to be understood that in whatever 1 say 
in regard to it, I do not intend to depart from that respect due to Mr. 
Walker's standing and to his official situation. 

He insists that, by the treaty of February 22d, 1S19, with Spain, 
which settled our present boundary on the south-west of the Republic, 
and which was confirmed by the treaty of February 12th, 1828, with 
Mexico, we surrendered to Spain, and subsequently to Mexico, a 
large portion of Louisiana Proper, which belonged to us by virtue of 
the treaty of cession made with France in 1803. The treaty of 1819 
was concluded by Adams, and ratified in 1821 by Monroe. That 
of 1828 was made by Mr. Poinsett, and ratified by Jackson in 1832 * 

That portion so surrendered he now alleges to be Texas, which /..e 
habitually terms " all our own." 

This assumption that our government has voluntarily surrendered a 
portion of its unquestionable territory to the extent of nearly four 
hundred thousand square miles, that the surrender was made not 
twenty-five years since to the decrepit monarchy of Spain, and con- 
firmed just fifteen years ago by a fresh cession to the feeble Republic 
of Mexico ; this assumption so oflensive to a just national pride, so 
<lisgraceful to all the statesmen engaged in the w^ork, proceeds from a 
gentleman high in office, under that government which he represents 
so ignorant of its rights, or so incapable to enforce them. 

Were the surrender alleged to have been made fifty years ago, 
when our limits were uncertain, and the value of the country doubt- 
ful, the thing would be very different ; but to suppose that in 1819 
and in 1828, Adams, Monroe, and Jackson, united in the surrender of 
one-seventh of the territory of the Union to Spain and Mexico, is 
certainly an hypothesis that does no little credit to the vigor of the 
imagination that suggested it — to the imagination, for nothing that ap- 
proaches the dignity of a fact can be found to support the theory. 

Mr. Walker commences this portion of his argument by assert- 
ing that the treaty of 1819 declares, as respects Texas, that " we cede 
it to his Catholic sovereignty." With proper deference, the treaty 
says no such thing. The 2d and 3d articles in the treaty are as fol- 
lows. (Elliott's Diplomatic Code, vol.i., p. 417.) 

"2d. His Catholic majesty cedes to the United States,, in full pro- 
perty and somrei(jnt}j^ all the territories which belong to him, situated to 
the eastward of the Mississippi, known by the name of East and West 
Florida. 

" 3d. The two high contracting powers agree to cede and renounce 
all their rifjhts, claims, and pretensions, to the territories described by the 
said line (i. e. the boundary formed by the Sabine, Red River anil 
Arkansas), that is to say : the iJ nited States hereby cede to his Ca- 
tholic majesty, and renounce for ever all their rights, claims and preten- 
siom to the territories lying west and south of the above described 
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line (i. e. Texas) ; and in like manner his Catholic majesty cedes to 
the said United States, all his rujhts, claims and pretensions to any 
territory east and north of the said line (i. e. Louisiana) ; and for 
himself, his heirs, and successors, renounces all claims to the said 
territories for ever." 

It is perfectly evident that here is no cession hy the Unitecf States 
of Texas — the difference between the cession of Florida in sovereio;n- 
ty, and the renunciation of all rights, claims and pretensions made by 
hoth parties y and on both sides of the line, is too evident to require 
any remark. It is a common case of mutual quit claim. 

Besides this misquotation of the treaty of 1819, Mr. Walker's ar- 
gument consists mainly, if not exclusively, of citations from Jellerson, 
Mat'ison, Pinckney, and others, containing declarations that I Louisi- 
ana, as ceded in 1803, comprised Texas : not an iota of new evidence 
is introduced. 

This species of reasoning is evidently of the most fallacious charac- 
ter. It is quite a novelty to prove a disputed fiict by the mer(; asser- 
tions of our own diplomatic agents — calling one's own attorney to the 
stand, and asking him for his view of the case. J^Ajually extraor- 
tlinary is the endeavor to prove the ownership of Texas by showing 
that France, when surrendering Louisiana to us, declared that it in- 
cluded Texas. The mere declaration of France can evidently alter 
no fact on which the right rests, nor in any wise affect the rights of 
Mexico. Mr. Walker has had too much practice as a lawyer not to 
know this familiar rule of evidence. 

The true history of the matter is this : Louisiana was ceded to us in 
1803, but what Louisiana was, remained still to be determined. 
Neither the treaty of St. lldefonso, of the 1st October, 3800, by 
which the province was ceded by Spain to France, nor our treaty 
with France, of 1803, shed any light whatever on the question. Nei- 
ther defined Louisiana by any boundaries whatever. The treaty of 
St. Ildefonso '^retroceded to France the colony or province of Louisiana^ 
with the same extent that it now has in the hands of Spain, and tliat it 
had when France possessed it, and such as it should be after the trea- 
ties subsequently entered into between Spain and other states. **The 
treaty of 1803, after reciting the above description, ceded to the 
United States in the name of the French republic, for ever, and in full 
sovereignty, the said territory yw'iih all its rights and appurtenances, as 
fully and in the same manner as they have been acquired by the 
French republic, in virtue of the above mentioned treaty (of St. ilde- 
fonso) concluded w^th his Catholic majesty." (Lyman's ITiplomacy, 
vol. i., p. 399.) France, Spain and England had alternately held j)os- 
sessions on the Gulf of Mexico. There had been cessions and retro- 
cessions, and wh(;n Louisiana finally fell into our hands, its boun- 
daries, involving those of Florida and of Spanish America, were en- 
tirely unsettled. In this state of things, a negotiation was commenc- 
ed by Monroe and Pinckney, in Spain, in 1805, under the directions 
of Madison and Jefferson, left unconcluded,, resumed at Washington 
in 1817, by Mr. Adams, under the presidency of Mr. Monroe, and 
finally closed by the treaty of 1819. 

In this discussion, the eastern as well as the western boundaries of 
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Louisiana were the subject of controversy- Spain contended that 
her possessions of Florida reached to the Iberville, lakes Maurepas, 
Pv)ntchartrain, and Borgnc ; while we, on the other hand, contended 
that Louisiana extended to the Perdido. On the west, a similar dif- 
ference came into discussion. Spain insisted that she had a right to 
claim least to the Sabine, while we declared the Rio Norte to be 
our western boundary. This controversy resulted in a compromise. 

That our statesnien urged their views with positiveness is true, as 
Mr. VV^alker states it, and it is equally true that the Spanish ministers 
were just as positive and peremptory in their judgment of the matter. 
The subject is now scarcely worth the trouble, but if any one will 
refer to the two letters, one written by Don Luis De Onis to the Se- 
cretary of State, dated 5th January, 1818, and the reply from Mr. 
Secretary Adams to Don Luis De Onis, dated 12th March, 1818, de- 
claring respectively the Spanish and American pretensions, he will 
immc(liately perceive that the matter w as one utterly unsusceptible of 
any adjustment, except upon the basis of compromise. Resting upon 
the right of conquest by discovery or occupation, the vaguest princi- 
ple of the vaguest branch of jurisprudence, going back to the 16th 
century, relying upon uncertain rumors, reports of travellers and nar- 
ratives of adventurers, it is perfectly manifest that the two powers 
adopted the only course which conunon sense could dictate, in regard 
to a controversy of this kind, and that abandoning altogether the ques- 
tion of right, they adopted such a boundary as convenience determin- 
ed. It is worthy of remark, too, that during all the time that this 
negotiation was open, we did not pretend to make any occupation of 
Texas, having, as appears by the President's message of 19th March, 
1806, confined ourselves to this side of the Sabine. In his letter of 
1st February, 1S19, to Mr. Adams, Don Luis De Onis says (Niles' 
Register, vol. 17, p. 250), " 1 have proved to you in the most satis- 
fiictory manner, that neither the Red River of Nachitoches, nor the 
Columbia, ever formed the boundary of Louisiana, but as you have 
intimated to me that it was useless to pursue the discussion any 
further, I acquiesce with you therein, and I agree that, keeping out 
of view the rights which either power may have to the territorif 
in dispute, ive should confine ourselves to the settlement of those 
points which may be for the mutual interest and convenience of 
bothy 

Looking at this brief narrative of the affair, can anything be more 
preposterous than at this day to assert as a matter of right, not admit- 
ting of denial, that Texas belonged to the United States ; that we 
ceded it to Spain, and that Messrs. Monroe, Adams, Forsyth, and 
Jackson made so vast a surrender of our unquestioned territory. 

To talk of re-annexation as if our right to Texas had never been 
disputed, and to assume as undeniable a fact which we did not ven- 
ture to assert in any serious way, either against the exhausted mon- 
archy of Spain, or the infant republic of Mexico, is certainly cool. 
The effort subsequently made under General Jackson's administration 
to acquire by purchase the territory of Texas, is if possible a yet more 
conclusive confirmation that although the United States may in good 
faith have believed their claim to the Rio del Norte to be valid, still 
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that they perceived that it rested on facts altogether too remote, and 
on data too vague to warrant its assertion in that peremptory manner 
in which the claim of territory should always be put forth, and that the 
dispute could only be settled by compromise. 

What would be thought of the conduct of a private individual who, 
after twenty years' litigation with his neighbor about boundary, should 
dehnitiveiy establish the line, give and receive mutual releases, make 
a subsequent offer to purchase a portion of the portion surrendered, 
and after all this, finally start up and, without producing or pretending 
to have discovered a particle of new testimony, allege that the line 
was run incorrectly, and that the compromise was a nullity. Obsti- 
nate, unreasonable, and litigious, would be the most flattering epithets 
applied to this conduct in private life ; and just so obstinate, unreason- 
able, and litigious is this pretence that Texas was once " «ili our own," 
and this insidious effort to substitute Ke-annexaiion for a less plausible 
term. 

To show with a little more minuteness the extreme vagueness o 
our claim in its best aspects, it is sufiicient to say that our ministers in 
1805 declared our right to depend upon three propositions, the first of 
which is as follows : 

" That when any European nation takes possession of any extent 
of sea-coast, that possession is understood as extending into the inte- 
rior country, to the sources of the rivers emptying within that coast, to 
all their branches and the country they covcr^ and to give it a right, in 
exclusion of all other nations, to the same." 

In ordinary cases it is certainly inexpedient to question our own na- 
tional pretensions, but can anything, by possibility, be more uncertain 
than the principle thus laid down r VVhat is meant by the country 
that a river or its branches cover ? What does the Hudson cover t 
What does the Connecticut cover 1 Which way and to what extent is 
this rule to be laid down. East, west, north or south, to the nearest 
river, to the nearest mountains, or to the sea ? In the particular case 
the French American claim rests upon the fact that some time in 1685 
the French adventurer La Salle discovered the Bay of St. Bernard, or 
Espiritu Santo, to the west of the Colorado, which river, be it remarked, 
is at least 100 miles from the mouth of the Rio Bravo, and that La Salle, 
by so doing, acquired a right to the Rio Norte and all the country 
which it covers. This was the trump card in our hand, and if any one 
will look and undertake to say what the Rio Norte covers, and why 
it does not cover Mexico as well as Texas, he will at once perceive 
why the Spaniards did not throw up the game. 

Robertson relates that Balboa, one of the Spanish discoverers, when 
he first saw the Pacific Ocean, " advancing up to the middle in the 
waves, with his buckler and sword, took possession of that ocean in 
the name of the king his master, and vowed to defend it with these 
arms against all his enemies."* 

Balboa was more sensible than the assigns of La Salle, for one can 
tell at least what an ocean *' corers." 

La Salle was sent out to find the mouth of the Mississippi and es- 
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lablish a colony there. He missed his aim and struck the coast of 
the Gulf far to the southward. One of his vessels returned to Frjince, 
and two were wrecked. He established a temporary colony near the 
Bay of St. Bernard, and set out himself to find the Mississippi. On the 
journey he was assassinated by his own men, and the Indians fell upon 
his colony and destroyed it. This is the basis of the French claim.* 

The absurdity of this matter of " re-annexation" is the more appa- 
rent, when we consider the boundary as claimed by Texas. The act 
of December 19, 1836, (Moore's Description of Texas, p. 5,) defines 
this boundary as follows : — " Beginning at the mouth of the Sabine 
River, and running v/est along the Gulf of Mexico, three leagues from 
land to the mouth of the Rio Grande, thence tip the principal stream 
of said river to its source, thence due north to the forty-second degree of 
north latitude, thence along the boundary line as defined in the treaty be- 
tween the United States and Spain, to the beginning.''^ 

So that La Salle, wrecked in 1685 in the bay of St. Bernard, or Es- 
piritu Santo, 100 miles to the north of Rio Norte, discovered and ob- 
tained for his royal master, the King of France, and for us as his ulti- 
mate grantees, just precisely the territory enclosed by the said Rio 
Norte, a due line north, a parallel of latitude, and an arbitrary boun- 
dary composed of the Arkansas, Red River, and three other due north 
and south lines, agreed upon by a treaty made 150 years subsequently. 
The "Brother of the Moon" has no pretensions superior to these. 

Away with all these legal quibbles. If we are to have Texas, let 
us take it with an open front — assign the real reasons which impel us 
to the act, and not rely on a subterfuge so manifest. 

It is pleasing, after seeing propositions like these put forth under the 
name of the Law of Nations, to find that the great authorities in that 
branch of jurisprudence talk the language of common sense. " it is 
questioned," says Vattel, Book i. chap, xviii., " whether a nation can, 
by the bare act of taking possession, appropriate to itself countries 
which it does not really occupy, and thus engross a much greater ex- 
tent of territory than it is able to people or cultivate. * * Such a 
pretension would be an absolute infringement of the natural rights of 
men, and repugnant to the views of nature. * * The law of nations, 
therefore, will not acknowledge the property and sovereignty of a na- 
tion over any uninhabited countries, except those of which it has really 
taken actual possession, in which it has formed settlements, or of which 
it makes actual use." 

The question, then, is simply this. Shall this vast government, still 
claimed as a province by Mexico, equal to one-sixth or one-seventh 
of our present extent, be added as a slave-holding territory to the 
United States. Shall the materials for five or six states as large as 
Kentucky, all recognizing and tolerating slavery, be added to the 
southern portion of this confederacy } 

This question we are now to consider. 

The different heads are naturally — 

The constitutional power of the Federal Government to admit inde- 
pendent foreign states into this Union. 
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The effect of the annexation, if constitutional, on our relations with 
Mexico and other foreign powers. 

The effect of the annexation as an extension of our territory, and on 
our commercial interests. 

The effect of the annexation upon slavery. 

The effect of the annexation upon the Union. 

Of these the constitutional question is first in order. 

Has the Federal Government, the right, under the Constitution, to 
admit a foreign state into the confederacy 

The right, if it exists, must either arise under the general treaty- 
making power, or it must be found in the third section of the fourth 
article of the Constitution, which is in these words : 

" Section 3d. — 1. New States may be admitted by the Congress into 
this Union; but no new State shall be formed or erected within the 
jurisdiction of any other State, nor any State be formed by the junc- 
tion of two or more States, or parts of States, w ithout the consent 
of the Legislatures of the States concerned, as well as of the Con- 
gress. 

" The Congress shall have power to dispose of, and make all need- 
ful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property be- 
longing to the United States ; and nothing in this Constitution shall be 
so construed as to prejudice any claims of the United States, or of 
any particular State." 

That is to say, it must either exist, (1.) in the President and two- 
thirds of the Senate, or (2.) in a majority of both branches of Congress 
with the concurrence of the Executive ; or (3.) in the act of a State, 
with the concurrence of Cons^ress. 

Mr. Walker says the power is three-fold, and that the object can be 
accomplished either by a treaty for the admission of Texas ; or, second- 
ly, by an act of Congress ; or lastly, that any one of the Southern 
States can amalgamate itself with Texas with the concurrence of the 
government of the Union. 

The latter supposition it will be time enough to consider when Lou- 
isiana or Arkansas shall propose to sink itself into Texas. In the 
meantime let us see whether either the treaty-making power or Con- 
gress is competent to admit foreign states into this Union. 

It must be, in the first place, admitted that the treaty-making power 
cannot admit a foreign State as a State, into this Union. The admis- 
sion of States as such is exclusively reserved to Congress, and the idea 
will never be tolerated, that the general words of the treaty-making 
power can absorb any specific authority conferred upon Congress. 
Every power that is distinctly and definitively conferred upon Con- 
gress, can be exercised by the two Houses alone. A different con- 
struction would vest the entire orovernmcnt in the President and 
Senate. If Texas is therefore to be admitted by a treaty, it must 
come in as a territory, to be erected afterwards as a State, according 
to the good pleasure of Congress. The power to introduce it as a ter- 
ritory, independently of the precedents'of Louisiana and Florida, ad- 
mitted as territories in 1803 and 1819, rests mainly upon the rights of 
sovereignty, the right of conquest, and the right to determine bounda- 
ry. It is contended that the right to acquire new territory is a right in- 
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cident to sovereignty. The rights and powers of the government of 
the United States over the people which it rules, are not to be sought 
in books of feudal law or national jurisprudence. They are to be found 
in that constitution which created, and which limits it. There is no 
such thing as an incident of sovereignty, unless it be found in the con- 
stitution. To suppose that the President and Senate can exercise 
powers of this kind, under the notion that they are incident to sover- 
eignty, is to fall into the very difficulty that the constitution was in- 
tended to avoid. What becomes of all the limitations imposed upon 
the central government, if not merely that government, but a portion 
only, and its smaller portion, can exercise such powers as this on the 
pretence that they are incidents of sovereignty. No color can be 
shown for this pretension, unless it be conclusively established that 
the power demanded is essential to the existence of the government. 

Such necessity must either grow out of conquest or the necessity of 
establishing boundaries. Since when has it been established that this 
government was formed with the idea of conquest, or that it is sus- 
ceptible of extension in that mode ? Can this government constitu- 
tionally obtain colonies contiguous or remote, foreign States or distant 
islands ? The very nature and structure of the government forbid the 
idea. It is a great partnership formed for union, common defence, 
and general welfare, and was never intended to possess all the ancient 
oppressive and dangerous attributes of sovereignty. Whenever this 
government, instead of confining itself to the care of those whose an- 
cestors framed it, shall commence a career of warfare for the purpose 
of territorial acquisition, so great a departure from the intention of the 
original parties to the compact must be supported by a new grant of 
power, by an enlargement of the charter under which it now acts. 
War is one thing, conquest is another. War may be inevitable ; a 
warlike spirit is in some respects honorable ; but the spirit of conquest 
is the concentration of tyranny and injustice. When this nation 
becomes animated by it we may bid farewell to our present form of 
government. On the doctrine of conquest, the acquisition of territory 
by the treaty-making power can never be sustained. 

The right to fix boundaries is next insisted upon, and it is declared 
to be essential that the treaty-making power should possess the 
authority to cede or to acquire territory, and that unless this is so, no 
boundary could ever be adjusted, and an opening would be left for 
perpetual dispute with bordering nations. 

The right of fixing a boundary may indeed belong to the treaty- 
making power where our boundary is uncertain, but such a right 
necessarily involves neither cession nor acquisition. It is precisely 
because the boundary is uncertain, and the right to the soil not sus- 
ceptible of being positively determined, that the treaty-making power 
is authorized to act. In such a case it neither cedes nor acquires ; it 
relinquishes no right : it simply effects a compromise based upon the 
impossibility of determining the right. But to say that the treaty- 
making power can either cede territory unquestionably belonging to 
the republic, or acquire territory as unquestionably belonging to a 
foreign power, is assuming the whole matter in dispute. 

In this way the right to acquire Texas would be a right to cede 
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Iowa, and it is beyond dispute that the control of the territory of the 
United States belongs to Congress and not to the President and Sen- 
ate. That the President and Senate could not cede a portion of one 
of the sovereign States of this Union, whether for the purpose of fix- 
ing boundary or any other, is too plain for discussion ; and the power 
of the State over its own soil is not more clear than the authority of 
Congress over the territories. The President and Senate, tlierefore, 
can as little cede the unquestionable territory of the United States for 
the purpose of fixing a boundary, as for any other ; and the right of 
acquiring territory for a siniilar object is equally unmaintainable. But 
what avails this discussion ? Is it pretended that Texas is to be 
annexed for the purpose of fixing a boundary line ? The boundary 
between Mexico and the United States is but recently established, 
and following, as it does, in nearly all its extent rivers and parallels of 
latitude, it is almost as precisely defined as the Atlantic coast. In 
such a case, therefore, to talk of the right to seize a territory one- 
seventh as large as the whole Union, as resulting from the power to 
fix a disputed boundary, is a perfect noii'Sequitur ; it is a pure legal 
absurdity. 

The precedents of Louisiana and Florida are cited. Neither 
executive nor legislative precedents prove anything against the Con- 
stitution. It is idle to sujipose that the limited powers of a govern- 
ment like, ours can be enlarged by precedent ; the doctrine is contrary 
to every just principle of constitutional law. Precedent is only re- 
sorted to where it is desirable to have a rule settled, and where 
uncertainty is the greatest evil to be deprecated. Such is the founda- 
tion of Judicial Precedents. But neither the legislative nor executive 
branch of the government have the slightest power to control the 
action of their successors by their decision on a question of constitu- 
tional law. If this were otherwise, the charter would be already 
abundantly interpolated. We shall see, however, before closing this 
view of the subject, that the above cited precedents, such as they 
were, are greatly weakened by the decisive opinion of Mr. Jefferson 
against the constitutionality of the measure.* 

The next question that arises is, whether Congress has the power 
to admit a foreign State into the Union. 

" New States may be admitted by the Congress into this Union." 
Is it by this clause meant to give Congress the authority to form n«w 
States out of the territory belonging to the Union in 1S17, or has 
Congress the right under this clause to introduce foreign powers into 
this confederacy ? We answer without hesitation that the whole 
burthen of the argument is against the enormous power contended for, 

* In the case of the Ameiican Ins. Co. & al. vs. Carter, 7 Peters, 542, Chief 
Justice Marshall said, " the Constitution confers ahsolutcly on the Government 
of the Union, the power of making war and of making treaties, consequently that 
government possesses the power of acquiring territory either by conquest or by 
treaty." The opinions of that eminent Judge are in all cases entitled to great 
consideration, but in this case the question was not discussed, and the remark 
was purely obiter. The question was, in what light the inhabitants of Florida 
stood to the laws of the United States, when the territory was ceded ; the validity 
of the treaty was admitted on all sides. None of the counsel denied the right of 
the United States to acquire territory either by conquest or treaty. 
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and in favor of its restriction to the territory belonging to the Union 
in 1787. If it is asked by what the general words " New States" is 
to be limited, we reply by the whole tenor of the instrument, by 
the history of its formation, and by the very sense and nature of the 
thing. 

By the tenor of 'the instrument — the very words " New States*"* 
imply the idea of States yet to come into existence, and cannot with- 
out palpable violence be supposed to include independent foreign 
powers. The third section of the ^ourth article appears to be intend- 
ed for the express purpose of applying to the territory of the United 
States, not at that time included in the Union. Construed in this 
way that section is harmonious and intelligible. The first clause of 
the first subdivision provides for the erection of States, with the 
restriction, that the boundaries of the then existing States should not 
be altered without the consent of their respective legislatures ; while 
the second subdivision vests the absolute sovereignty of all territory, 
until subdivided into States, in the Federal Legislature. It cannot be 
imagined that it could have been intended to include any power so 
enormous as the one now claimed, in the general words " New 
States." The power is now insisted upon for the purpose of admit- 
ting Texas, but it will apply just as well to any sovereignty in the 
old world or the new. It applies to Mexico, to Paraguay, to Eng- 
land, or to Russia, precisely as well as to Texas ; we are not at 
liberty to impute to the framers of the Federal Constitution any con- 
struction so wild as this. 

Looking at the history of the instrument the objections are equally 
insuperable. It appears by Mr. Madison's history of the debates, that 
not a word is said except on the subject of the formation of western 
States out of our then western territory. Though a jealousy of the 
west is very manifest, still so little did the views of that day keep 
pace with the future, that the Mississippi is not even spoken of. 
How little the members of the convention thought of our empire pass- 
ing that river, is manifest. This too is corroborated by the fact, that 
the articles of confederation of 177S contained a distinct provision for 
the admittance of Canada. In 1778 it was still hoped that Canada 
might join the confederacy, and the door was kept open for her admis- 
sion ; but eleven years later, when our present constitution was 
framed, all sympathy with regard to Canada had died away, and it 
will be found on a careful examination of the debates, that no allusion 
whatever is made to the admission of Canada, and that the only sub- 
ject of interest was the admission of States to be framed out of the 
great western territorJ^ 

How in the nature of things can it be supposed that the States of 
this confederacy would give to any chance majority in Congress which 
party spirit or corruption might control, the power of introducing 
foreign States into the Union, a power capable of changing at one 
blow the whole nature of the confederacy, and place the freemen of 
the north at the mercy of the Spaniards of Mexico, or the mongrels 
of South America. To annex may prove to he annexed. Change the 
relative proportions of population, and the right of annexation amounts 
to a right to re-transfer us to colonial vassalage 
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There are other arguments also to be considered. The Texan debt 
is about six millions of dollars.* (Kennedy's Texas, vol. ii., p. 379.) 
Can this be assumed by Congress / We are told, and very rightly, 
that the Federal Legislature can do nothing to relieve the burthen 
pressing on the dishonored States — can do nothing, in this respect, for 
the national honor. 

And is the same body authorized to assume the debt of a foreign 
government, and to impose six millions of taxes on the people of 
these States for the benefit of another country ? Assumption of State 
debts is denounced as a monstrous violation of the constitution, but 
the assumption of Texan debt is a matter of course. How are these 
things to be reconciled ? 

But suppose all these difficulties are surmounted, and how stands 
the case ? The treaty -making power cannot admit a foreign State 
except as territory ; and Congress cannot form a new State, except 
from territory. How much further advanced are we, then ? 

The argument, in its best aspect, resolves itself into this : that 
although the treaty-making power cannot annex a foreign State as 
such ; although Congress cannot admit a foreign State as such ; yet, 
that ihe treaty-making power may admit a foreign State as territory 
with the avowed object that it shall be thereafter admitted as one or 
more States into the Union, and that Congress can then proceed to 
consummate the transaction. 

Than this, a more palpable fraud on the constitution cannot be 
imagined ; it is a clear violation of its whole spirit and intent : it is a 
paltry subterfuge, far worse than an open, direct, and arbitrary viola- 
tion of the instrument. 

The precedents remain to be considered. Mr. Jefferson concluded 
the treaty of 1803 for the purchase of Louisiana. Great public policy 
was supposed to require the act. But it is well known that he con- 
ceived it a violation of the Constitution. It is not, however, so fami- 
liarly understood that he actually drew an amendment for the purpose 
of including the case. 

In his letter to Mr. Breckenridge, of the 12th of August, 1803, he 
says : 

" This treaty must of course be laid before both Houses, because 
both have important functions to exercise respecting it. They, I pre- 
sume, will see their duty to their country in ratifying and paying for 
it, so as to secure a good which would otherwise probably be never 
again in their power. But I suppose they must then appeal to the 
mtion for an additional article to the constitution, approving and con- 
firming an act which the nation had not previously authorized. The 
constitution has made no provision for our holdinff foreifin territory, still 
less for incorporating foreign nations into our Union. The executive, in 
seizing the fugitive occurrence which so much advances the good of their 

* So the sum stood in the first edition of this Pamphlet. The Texan Plenipo- 
tentiaries in their correspondence annexed to the treaty call the debt five millions. 
Recently I have seen it rated as hig'i as twelve millions. I do not know where 
the truth can be got at. The Texan finances are probably in that primeval slate 
when accuracy and method have not yet come to be considered among the vir- 
tues. 

2 
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ewmtryy have done an act beyond th cf^nstitution. The legislature, in 
casting behind them metaphysicii vatleties, and risking themselves 
like faithful servants, must ratify a '^ay for it, and throw themselves 
on their country for doing for th i * muthorized, what we know they 
woukl have done for themselves i . . they been in a situation to do it. 
It is the case of a guardian, invesi ii^ the money of his ward in pur- 
chasing an important adjacent tei i ..0:7 ; and saying to him when of 
age, I did this for your good ; I ; ♦'etend ^0 r-o right to bind you ; you 
may disavow me, and I must gei ow', "he scrape as I can. 1 thought 
it my duty to risk myself for you. Bui '. .11 not be disavowed 
by the nation, and their act of in^lenuaty will confirm aad not weaken 
the constitution, by more strongly marking out its lines." — Vol. iii., 
p. 512. 

Again, in his letter to Mr. Lincoln, of the 30th August, 1803, he 
says : 

" On further consideration, as to the amendment to our Constitu- 
tion respecting Louisiana, I have thou ^ht it better, instead of enume- 
rating the powers which Congress n.a f exercise, to give them the 
same powers they have as to other poirions of the Union generally, 
and to enumerate the special exceptions m some such form as the fol- 
lowing : 

" Louisiana, as ceded by France to the United States, is made a 
part of the United States, its white inhabitants shall be citizens, and 
stand, as to their rights and obligations, on the same footing with other 
citizens of the United States ; in analogous situations ; ^ave only that, 
as to the portion thereof, lying north of an east and west line drawn 
through the mouth of the Arkansas river, no new State shall be es- 
tablished, nor any grants of land made, other than to Indians, in ex- 
change for equivalent portions of land occupied by them, until an 
amendment of the Constitution shall be made for these purposes. 

" Floridft, also, whenever it may be rightfully obtained, shall be- 
come a part of the United States ; its white inhabitants shall thereupon 
be citizens, and shall stand, as to their right and obligations, on the 
same footing with other citizens of the United States in analogous sit- 
uations. 

" I quote this for your consideration, observing that the less that is 
said about any constitutional difficulty, the better ; and that it will be 
desirable for Congress to do what is necessary, in sllcnce.^^ — Vol. iv., 
p. 1. 

Mr. Forsyth, in his letter (already quoted) to the Texan envoy, 
declining his application, used this language : 

" The question of the annexation of a foreign and independent State 
to the United States has never before been presented to this govern- 
ment. Since the adoption of their Constitution, two large additions 
have been made to the domain originally claimed by the United Siates. 
In acquiring them, this government was not ictuatod by a mere thirst 
for a sway over a broader space. Paramount interests of many mem- 
bers of the confederacy, and the permanent well-being of all, impera- 
tively urged upon this government the necessity of an extension of its 
jurisdiction over Louisiana and Florida. As peace, however, was our 
cherished policy, never to be departed fiom unless honor should be 
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perilled by adhering to it, we patiently endured for a time serious 
inconveniences and privations, and sought a transfer of those regions 
by negotiations, and not by conqu-^st. 

" The issue of those negotiations was a conditional cession of these 
countries to the United States. The circumstance, however, of their 
being colonial possessions of France and Spain, and therefore depend- 
ent on the metropolitan governments, renders these transactions ma- 
terially different from that which would be presented by the question 
of the annexation of Texas. The latter is a Slate wilh an independ- 
ent government, acknowledged as such by the United States, and 
claiming a territory beyond, though bordering on the region ceded by 
France, in the treaty of the 30th of April, 1803. Whether the con- 
stitution of the United States contemplated the annexation of such a 
State, and if so, in what manner that object is to be effected, are ques- 
tions, in the opinion of the President, it would be inexpedient, under 
existing circumstances, to agitate." 

It is evident, therefore, that the precedent, so called, is of the very 
feeblest kind. It consists of a purchase made under circumstances of 
the most pressing and imperious necessity, against the deliberate con- 
viction of the highest acknow ledged authority in the exposition of the 
Constitution — and so little has it been regarded by our statesmen that in 
the most recent official discussion of the subject, the whole matter is 
yet considered open. 

But supposing the power to exist, supposing that by means of a 
treaty, an independent foreign State can be amalgamated with this re- 
public, what explanation is offered for the extraordinary manner in 
which this object has been recently attempted ? It is alleged and 
not denied that this government has solicited the admission of Texas 
to this Union ; that this has been done with all possible secrecy, and 
that it was the intention that a treaty to this effect should be secretly 
signed and submitted to the senate for ratification before any public 
opinion could be brought to bear upon the matter. 

Such a proceeding is as novel as it is dangerous. That the Execu- 
tive of this Union should, without any application from either branch 
of the legislature, solicit a foreign power to enter this confederacy ; 
that he should do this with elaborate secrecy ; that he should do it 
without any urgent necessity whatever, is the most audacious stretch 
of executive power that this country has ever witnessed. 

But it is far worse than audacious. To endeavor to dispose of such 
a question without any consultation with the people ; to spring this 
trap upon the Senate, and thus in the dark to change the whole as- 
pect of our domestic and foreign policy, is a gross violation of the con- 
fidence reposed by the people in the Executive. It was not for deeds 
like this that the treaty-making power was conferred upon the Presi- 
dent and Senate. If Texas be admitted, there is but one way in 
which it can be done. After an ample discussion, after elaborate in- 
vestigation, if the people of this country can find arguments for its 
support, this darling measure of the Executive may be carried ; but 
to suppose that such an object can be accomplished in silence and se- 
crecy, that this conspiracy against the people and their representatives 
fjian triumph, is quite as absurd as it is audacious. 
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Dogmatism is neither wise nor proper on any matters, least of ali 
on topics of constitutional law. But 1 think that on a careful review 
of this subject, it must be manifest that the most serious doubts rest 
upon this alleged power, and those who are in favor of restricting the 
perpetual aggressions of the central authority will do well to pause 
before they tacitly admit that the federal government is clothed with 
this vast and dangerous prerogative. Stepping then beyond the con- 
stitutional question, we proceed to consider the subject in other as- 
pects. 

The proposal to annex Texas is, in other words, to acquire for our- 
selves a large territory claimed by a foreign State with whom we are 
at profound peace. Texas, in 1835, formed a constituent part of Mex- 
ico ; her settlers had voluntarily sought her jurisdiction. Mexico had 
never acknowledged her independence ; neither our recognition nor 
the recognition of the European powers settles or pretends to settle 
the question of right as between Mexico and Texas. Mv'^xico has at 
this moment a perfect right, by the laws of war, to invatle Texas, and, 
if possible, to subjugate her. She has, moreover, announced her in- 
tentions to do so. In November last the instructions from M. Boca- 
negra to General Almonte contained the following paragraph in refer- 
ence to the interference of our government. 

" Sfitting out with these deep convictions, his Excellency the Pro- 
vincial President feels himself bound to hinder an aggression, such as 
this will be, unexampled in the annals of the world, from being con- 
summated ; and were it indispensable that the Mexican nation should 
seek, even through the disasters of war, the safety of its rights, it 
must make that last appeal to the Most High, to Justice, and to its 
own courage." 

We are, therefore, now called upon for the first time in our history, ' 
against the advice of Washington, and abandoning the settled princi- 
ples of our government, to embroil ourselves in a dispute between for- 
eign powers. Can this bs done with safety ? Can it be done with good 
faith When the first application was made by Texas in 1837, Mr. 
Forsyth, in a letter already referred to, and which does equal honor to 
him and to Mr. Van Buren, placed our refusal distinctly upon the 
ground of good faith to Mexico. In that letter he said : 

The United States were foremost in acknowledging the independ- 
ence of Mexico, and have uniformly desired and endeavored to culti- 
vate relations of friendship with that power. 

" So lonor as Texas shall remain at war, while the United States are 
at peace with her adversary, the proposition of the Texan minister 
plenipotentiary necessarily involves the question of war with that ad- 
versary. The United States are bound to Mexico by a treaty of amity 
and commerce, which will be scrupulously observed on their part, so 
long as it can be reasonably hoped that Mexico will perform her du- 
ties and respect our rights under it. The United Slate? might justly 
be suspected of a disregard of the friendly purposes of the compact, if 
the overture of General Hunt were to be even reserved for future con- 
sideration, as this w^ould imply a disposition on our part to espouse the 
quarrel of Texius with Mexico ; a disposition wholly at variance with 
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the spirit of the treaty, with the unirorm policy and the obvious wel- 
fare of the United States."* 

Has anything occurred in the six and a half years that have elaps- 
ed since the date of this letter to alter the rights of the ca.se ? if it be 
said that the period of time, the feebleness of the Mexican govern- 
ment, the growing strength of Texas, have greatly dinainished the 
probability of her return to Mexico, does that furnish any answer to 
the charge of bad faith as regards ourselves? What have we to do 
with the weakness of Mexico or the strenijth of Texas? Mexico 
points to the treaty, which declares that there shall be a firm, mvio- 
lable and universal peace, and a true and sincere friendship, between 
the United States of America and the United Mexican States." [EUi- 
ott's Diplomatic Code, vol. ii., p. 28.] She declares that Texas is 
" all her own," to use Mr. Walker's favorite expression, and insists 
that we shall not interfere to decide a quarrel of which neither God 
nor man has made us the arbiters. In the face of this, to annex Texas, 
is a direct violation of the treaty ; an unfriendly, a hostile act. 

But more than this : it is perfectly notorious that the Texans levied 
forces and raised money in this country for the purpose of resisting 
Mexico, against our own laws and in violation of our treaties w ith the 
Spanish Republic. The federal government excused itself on the 
ground of its incapacity to check those outbreaks of popular sympa- 
thy. The apology is at best not very honorable. But our conduct 
becomes vastly more suspicious, vastly less defensible, when we avail 
ourselves of the very consequences of our own neglect or impotence, 
when Texas, revolutionized by the illegal acts of our own citizens, is 
annexed to our dominion on the plea of an indepen<lence established by 
those same illegal acts. VV^hat apology is pretended for this breach 
of faith ? None whatever. The advocates of the measure do not even 
seek to excuse it : they rely entirely upon the inability of Mexico to 
resent or avenge the wrong. 

A war with Mexico is talked of as if it were the easiest and sim- 
plest thing in the world, to be carried on without ditliculty or expense, 
and the triumphant result of which would be certain and speedy. And 
these are the gasconading predictions of a people who have spent six 
or seven years, and expended forty millions of dollars in order to drive 
a handfui of Indians from our own territory. A war with Mexico 
would let loose upon us the privateers of the world — and in what a 
•strife should we find ourselves engaged — commencing with a breach 
of treaty, waged for the maintenance of territory unjusily acquired, hav- 
ing for its avowed result the extension of slavery, accompanied with 
ruinous expense and destruction to commerce — can any man in cold 
blood contemplate with indifference the prospect of such a contest? 
" Fortune," says Napier,| " always asserts her superiority in war, and 
often from a slight mistake, such disastrous consequences flow, that in 
every a<j;e and every nation the uncertainty of arms has become pro- 
verbial. * * Napoleon, the greatest man of whom history makes men- 
tion — Napoleon, the most wonderful commander, the most sneacious 
politician, the most profound statesman, lost by arms Poland, Germa- 

* Mr. Forsyth's letter to General Hunt, 2r)th Auj^ust, 1837. 
t Hist, of Peninsular War, book 24, chap. 6. 
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ny, Italy, Portugal, Spain and France. Fortune, that name for the 
unknown combinations of infinite power, was wanting to him, and 
without her aid the designs of men are as bubbles on a troubled ocean." 
There is a far higher philosophy and a deeper moral than this passage 
contains ; but perhaps its practical wisdom will recommend it to those 
who cannot see the finger of God in the affairs of men, and who regard 
nations as discharged from the obligations of natural justice. Mr. 
Walker declares that " the wrath of this indignant nation shall roll like 
lava in fiery torrents over the political graves of those who oppose the 
admission of Texas." This, to say the least of it, is more vehement 
than argumentative or conciliatory. The gift of prophecy is not given 
on many subjects to modern mortals, and I doubt wh( her Texas is an 
exception. Mr. Walker will perhaps find that the monuments which 
he proposes to raise for those who oppose this project, may illustrate 
very different destinies. I envy no politician the honor of being here- 
after pointed out as the statesman who plunged this nation into war 
for the purpose of acquiring Texas ; still less do I envy the reputation 
of any man who in the nineteenth century, with the experience of this 
country and of the world before his eyes, ventures to add new slave 
territory to this Union. 

Suppose, for a moment, that Texas belonged to England, to France, 
or to any first-rate European power. Does any man in his senses 
suppose that the advocates of annexation would venture upon the 
measure ? We should then hear abundantly of honor among nations, 
the faith of treaties, and all those sounding phrases that statesmen are 
so wont to use when too feeble or too timid to disregard them. We 
make treaties with England, surrendering a portion of our territory— 
we leave the Oregon in her grasp — the Caroline is unavenged — we 
spend a whole generation in soliciting from France the payment of an 
acknowledged debt — but we dismember Mexico, and wrest an empire 
from her dominion, without pretext or apology. 

The maxim of Rome, ^^parcere subjeclisy debellare supeibosy*^ well 
befitted a high-spirited nation. With us it seems the rule is reversed. 
We give way to the powerful and oppress the weak. Is there, then, 
no such thing as faith among nations ? Are promises but mere words, 
and treaties scraps of parchment ? With the dishonored bonds of so 
many of our sister States staring us in the face, overwhelmed by the 
taunts and reproaches of Creditor Europe, are we prepared to enter 
upon a national course of bad faith, conquest and plunder ? What 
is to be the consequence of this proceeding ? Jf Mexico resists, our 
commerce will be at once the object of the piratical depredations of 
the privateers of all countries, and we shall pay bitterly for our ac- 
quisition. A war with Mexico would be in many respects worse than 
a war with England herself. In the latter we should have at least a 
chance of winning laurels and prizes; with Mexico no glory can be 
earned and she has scarcely a dollar afloat — ^^vhile the privateers, the 
legjilized pirates of all mankind, would sweep our commerce from the 
seas. 

If Mexico submit, or succumb, after a fruitless resistance, how 
manifest is it that we are committed to a career of conquest ! We are 
already told that the " young Eagle of America is pluming itself for 
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its returning flight." Who shall say where that flight will stop? 
The unsettled spirits of ihe west, finding their first etibrts crowned 
witi, complete success, will at once turn their eyes upon the fabled 
treasures of Mexico herself; and we become involved in a struggle 
the consequence of which no man can predict. Nor does the violent 
or aggressive character of ihe measure much depend upon its being 
consummated with or without the assent of Mexico, unless that as- 
sent be freely, fairly and voluntarily given. If yielded under a threat, 
in despair of resistance, the act is precisely as violent, oppressive and 
overbearing as if done under our guns. 

But it is impossible lo suppose that that government will consent to 
this. If she patiently acquiesce her days are numbered, and even 
our generation may well see Mexico itself in the grasp of this Re- 
public. No people can submit to such an aggression — no people will. 

Indeed unless the annexation is etiectedwith the consent of Mexico, 
a contest with that power is inevitable ; and this simply because the 
western boundary of Texas is entirely unsettled. Texas, the indepen- 
dent State, is no more Texas, the province of Mexico, than the United 
States of 1844 are the thirteen colonies of 1776. Texas now claims, 
as W' aave already said, to the Rio del Norte. As a province, she 
did not touch that river. This will be seen by a reference to the 
Map of Mexico in Mr. Ward's work, and also to Austin's map of 
Texas. In adding Texas, therefore, we do not only take one province 
of Mexico ; we take, in fact, three other provinces. We take parts 
of Tamaulipas, Chihuahua, and Santa Fe, or New Mexico. -The 
iate Santa Fe ex^iedition so well described by Mr. Kendall, aptly il- 
lustrates this matter. Santa Fe is a great Mexican depot. But San- 
ta Fe lies to the east of i\v2 Rio del Norte, and therefore, according 
to the new limits of Texas, b'^longs to her, and to occupy it was the 
object of the expedition ju?-t spoken of. In taking Texas, therefore, 
we take Santa Fe. We not only take Texas but the conquests of Texas. 
We add to our dominions one hundred and fifty thousand souls now 
wiUing subjects of the Mexican confederacy.* And this is done under 
the name of Texas ; this is done under the plea of original discovery ; 
under the term of re-annexation. Away with these miserable sub- 
terfuges. If wc have the avidity, let us have the port of conquerors ; 
let us not go out to rob in the garb of a special attorney ; a national 
compound of Dick Turpin and Oily Gammon, uniting plundering and 
pettifogging in a new motley of crime. 

There are two other matters connected with this branch of the 
subject, not unworthy of attention. Will England look silently on 
this vast increase of territory ? If this question bo asked without 
reference to the merits of the annexation, 1 do not think it requires an 
answer. If the ac quisition of Texas be right in itself, if both repub- 
lics assent, and Mexico do not dissent, England has nothing to do with 
the matter. This nation should never act, or hesitate to act, from 
fear of any power on the face of the globe. The States of Europe 
have no right, ureal led for, to interfere with the free governments of 
this hemis]>here, and they liave at present as little disposition. 1 put 
ibis, therefore, altogether out of view. 

* Kendall's Santa Fe, vol. i., p. 16. 
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How far England would directlj' or indirectly assist Mexico if that 
confederacy claimed her aid against an alleged violation of her Tights, 
is a very different question. War, though a very great evil, is by no 
means the greatest of ills. Its character and its effects depend on its 
origin. Like the other scourges of the Almighty, it is not always 
unattended by beneficial results. High motives, national impulses, 
may not only ennoble the contest, but may make it bring forth great 
positive good in its effects on national character — from such a war 
no good citizen would shrink whether with England or any other 
power that ventured to infringe our rights. But a war of conquest 
— an unjust — an unholy war i» a very different thing. In such a 
contest we should not merely fear to engage with England, but with 
the feeblest state that has an independent existence. A war waged 
with Mexico for conquest and plunder, based on no national interests 
— appealing to no national feeling — with a divided people and embit- 
tered factions, would be a hateful — a detestable contest, and whether 
Mexico were assisted by England or not — equally pernicious to this 
country. No man need hesitate to avow his fears of such a war. 

But we are told that England will go even farther than this — that we 
must seize Texas to prevent her falling into the arms of that power — 
to prevent her becoming an English colony, and this is undoubtedly 
the most plausible of all the reasons assigned for the measure. 

The strength and policy of England are viewed by this country 
with just jealousy. I have TiO intention of joining in any vulgar 
cry against that great nation. It is because she is great — great 
in her history and her promise — in the genius of her nation and her 
prodigious achievements that she must always be our most formidable 
rival. Wielding a power for its resources, concentration and extent 
far greater than any which the world has ever seen, she seems urged 
on by an insatiable lust of dominion. With her foot on either hemi- 
sphere she endeavors to grasp at the dominion of the seas. At home, 
her government, mainly in the hands of a landed aristocracy, listens 
with reluctance to the miseries of her own people. Ireland and the 
East show the severity of her colonial rule ; and we ourselves, sprung 
from her loins, are the only people that in equal contest have ever foiled 
her. The idea, therefore, that England looks to the acquisition of 
Texas as a colony, that she contemplates hemming us in on both sides, 
on the St. Lawrence and on the Gulf of Mexico, is calculated to 
arouse our national suspicions to the highest point. If such a design 
were avowed, I, for one, should make no opposition to the acquisition 
of Texas. The aspect of such opposition would wholly change, 
most important national interests would be placed in peril, and in the 
choice of desperate evils, extended slavery, a violated constitution, 
and broken faith on one side, and independence jeoparded, and self- 
preservation on the other, it is not difficult to predict what the gene- 
ral voice of the nation would decide. 

This feeling the advocates of annexation well understand, and they 
make an artful appeal to the prejudices and fears of the whole people. 
But what fjround is there for the apprehension ? What reason to sup- 
pose that England will undertake such a scheme, or that we cann&t 
prevent it ? More than twenty years ago, when the Spanish repub- 
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lies were just struggling into existence, President Monroe made his 
celebrated declaration, that " any interference on the part of the great 
powers of Europe, for the purpose of oppressing or controlling the 
destiny of the Spanish American States which had declared their in- 
dependence, would be dangerous to the peace and safety of the United 
States, and would be considered as the manifestation of an unfriendly 
disposition towards them.'' 

That declaration, it is well known^ produced an immediate effect 
upon the policy of the holy alliance.* 

Are we weaker now than we were then ? or less competent to pre- 
vent unjustifiable interferences with foreign powers ? 

Great Britain desires no w^ar with this country. Her acquisitions 
in the East are but a trilling exertion of her force ; she has abun- 
dant reasons for avoiding hostilities with any first-rate power. Her 
policy, both as regards Europe and this country, for the last fifteen 
years has been marked by a steadfast desire for peace. What reason 
is there to suppose that she will endeavor to possess Texas at the 
hazard of war with this country ? A declaration in the tone this Re* 
public once knew how to use, would effectually put a stop to any 
such intention, even if it existed. 

But it manifestly does not exist. During the six and a half years 
since Texas declared her independence, Great Britain has done no- 
thing, even for the purpose of establishing a strict alliance between 
herself and Texas. She might have offered bounties upon Texan 
cotton ; she might have colonized her with emigrants ; she might have 
made her peace with Mexico; she might have lent her mon(?y; she 
might have endeavored to undermine her slavery ; of all these 
things she has done nothing. If these six years had been well 
employed under the guidance of such a policy, and without resist- 
ance on our part, annexation would already be impossible. 'J'hat 
they have not been so employed, is conclusive proof that Great 
Britain entertains no designs hostile to the independence of Texas, or 
prejudicial to the interests of this country. It is very possible that 
some of the English Anti-Slavery Societies may have shown a dispo- 
sition to intermeddle in the affairs of Texas. But this is wholly dis- 
tinct from any governmental action, and while we are daily holding 
repeal meetings and hanging O'Connell juries in effigy we perhaps can- 
not with a very good grace find an}' great fault with the unofficial (though 
very officious) intermeddling of private individuals in foreign countries. 

On the other hand, Texas cannot be colonized by England without 
her own consent; and are we really to suppose that the new republic, 
peopled by the sons of the West, more instinct perhaps with " the 
fierce spirit of liberty" than any other citizens of this Union, is ready 
to reduce itself to colonial vassalage, to receive governors, armies, and 
laws from England ? The idea is an insult to Texas and to 
common sense. It has been said that Texas cannot exist with- 
out attaching herself to some greater power. Why not ? We 
have abundant assumptions' on this subject, but very little argument. 
Texas is not threatened by any foreign power. She scarcely needs a 
government. All that she requires is the guaranty of this country 
* Stapleton's Life of Canning, vol. ii.,p. 38. 
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that she shall not be oppressed by the European powers, and that 
guaranty she possesses in our own interests. Whether as a sister 
State, or as a foreign State, she will be a formidable rival to the plant- 
ing States of the Union, and in many respects it is more for her inte- 
rests not to annex herself to any other power. In many respects it is 
certainly the interest of those States that Texas should not be foster- 
ed by the Federal government. Whatever is done for her, is evident- 
ly at the expense of the southern States, which produce similar pro- 
ducts on inferior soils.* " It is only necessary," said a report of a 
committee of the Legislature of Tennessee last year, " that the ground 
should be assumed and maintained of non-intervention by any trans- At- 
lantic power in the domestic institutions of Texas.*' 

That the commercial relations of Texas and England may hereaf- 
ter become intimate, is indeed possible, though this depends on our- 
selves ; but, are we to seize upon all the territory on the Gulf of Mex- 
ico that can offer cotton or sugar in exchange for the manufactures of 
England ? Texas is only a portion of the coast bordering on the 
Gulf of Mexico. The Mexican provinces of Tamaulipas, Vera Cruz, 
Tabasco, and Merida, the Republic of Central America, for hundreds 
of miles, furnish the materials of similar arguments. All that coast 
will supply products rivalling our own, and that England may desire. 
The same line of coast will furnish abundant consumers of Enghsh 
manufactures. If we annex Texas, the course of events is evident. 
We are pledged to a career of conquest, we are pledged to seize every 
fertile spot north of the isthmus of Darien, and to pause only on 
the shores of the Pacific. That this career, beginning in bad faith, 
nourished by cupidity, and proceeding in violence, is calculated to nour- 
ish republican virtue, or to strengthen our present form of government, 
it requires no little credulity to believe. And who is to bear the bur- 
den and to pay the expenses of these wars ? The hardy sons of the 
West, misdirected by crafty statesmen, furnish indeed the materials of 
heroic armies, but with what composure will the industry of the North 
see debt increased, and taxes levied for southwestern acquisitions '( 
The manufacturers and the miners of the North will find a heavy off*- 
set against the abundant sales of their products, which Mr. Walker, in 
behalf of Texas, guarantees to them. The whole argument resolves 
itself into this — shall we commit a flagrant wrong for the sake of a 
temporary expediency ? Shall we do what is evil that good may 
come ? The history of mankind, the fate of empires, and that eternal 
rule of right to which both nations and individuals are subject, furnish 
an answer to the question. 

What will be the probable eflfect of this measure upon the Union ? 

The annexation of Texas will add about one seventh to the present 
extent of our territory, and in this light the question certainly deserves 
consideration. In theory, such a confederacy as our own is scarcelysus- 
ceptible of limits, but in practice the difficulties are manifestly serious. 

The mere extension of territory has in itself perhaps nothing very 
formidable. Oiir internal communications have been so greatly modi- 
fied by the influence of steam,' that the Union now, as far as time and 

* This idea has recently been put forward with force and distinctness by Mr. 
Waddy Thompson. 
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distance are concerned, is scarcely so large as when it only embraced 
the thirteen States ; but the extension of territory necessarily involves 
an increased diversity of interests, and this, when the peculiar charac- 
ter of our government is regarded, is always a subject of serious consid- 
eration. In itself the federal government has exceedingly little strength. 
Wielded by such a President as Jackson, a man of sound sense, un- 
daunted courage, and great popularity, the federal government assumes 
for the time an appearance of power. When engaged in war, and sus- 
tained by the voice of the nation, the confederate authorities may ac- 
quire sufficient strength. But in time of peace, in its ordinary condi- 
tion and administered by an executive without any peculiar hold upon 
the popular sympathies, the federal government, for any purpose of in- 
ternal coercion or restraint, is all but impotent ; a just jealousy of con- 
solidation always hampers and cripples it. The great vice of the gov- 
ernment is our violent party spirit ; that vice which Washington fore- 
saw, and against which his last warning was given ; that which was 
the prominent evil of Rome, of Greece, of Holland, of all ancient 
and modern Republics, is our great calamity. This spirit of party, sor- 
did, blind and selfish when carried to extremes, finds its choicest ali- 
ment in the local interests and sectional prejudices with which every 
country abounds. Those interests and prejudices necessarily increase 
with every extension of territory, and it is in this light that every great 
augmentation of the Union becomes formidable. 

With a strong and wise central administration, where such a thing 
is practicable, a diversity of interests leads to strength ; in a govern- 
ment ruled by party, such a diversity engenders faction. Now i-i this 
point of view, what is likely to result from the annexation of Texas ? 
Entirely new interests are introduced into the Union. Leaving out of 
view for the present the great increase of the slave-holding class, a 
perpetual source of discord, with Texas we have a new south-west- 
ern interest brought into the government, in many respects entirely 
different from any which it now contains, and whicii in some shape or 
other will abundantly add to the sources of confusion. The interest 
of the cotton-growers of the wasted plains of South Carolina cannot 
be identical with those of the virgin soil of Texas, and Alabama and 
Mississippi will shortly find themselves engaged in a similar compe- 
tition. The settlers upon the Rio Bravo will soon have interests dis- 
tinct from those who line the Mississippi ; while the hostility to Mex- 
ico, the trade with Santa Fe, and the increased pressure upon the 
Oregon question, will all unite to distract our national councils. Mr. 
Walker tells us that Texas gives us the trade with Santa which 
it will be recollected not only lies far beyond the original bounds of 
the province of Texas, but is equally without her present authorily. 

Some strong necessity or great advantage must be shown to coun- 
terbalance these evils. Mr. Walker says the present line carves the 
valley into a shape actiialhj hideoiis.^^ A better argument for an 
artist than a statesman. It is a new exemplification of the "sublime 
and beautiful." But what is the necessity ? The first argument is one 
growing out of the alleged insecurity of our western frontier. That 
frontier is defined mainly by three rivers ; the Sabine, the Red river, 
and the Arkansas. This line approaches upon the Red river to about 
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one hundred miles from the Mississippi, and it is seriously urged that 
in case of an invasion by England, she would march into Tex-s, 
along the Sabine, through a desolate country, more than two hundred 
miles, occupy the Red river, float down that stream to its junction 
with the Mississippi, cut off* the connection maintained by that river, 
and place New Orleans at her mercy. 

The safety of that city is always to be regarded with a lively sensi- 
bility, and its narrow escape in IS 15 has a tendency to keep alive our 
apprehensions. If this idea is urged with reference to the acquisition 
of Texas as an English colony, it has been already answered. This 
country never ought to permit, and nev^er will permit Texas to he held 
or occupied by England in any way. The idea is utterly inadmissible, 
though even in that case the present theory seems altogether unwarrant- 
able. The name of Jackson has been invoked to support it ; and cer- 
tainly the opinions of that statesman on a military question, connected 
with the defence of the west, are entitled to the greatest deference. 

But, with all that deference it is impossible to see any plausible 
ground for this apprehension. It seems the last spot in the whole 
extent of our territory likely to be thus attacked, and the most 
defensible against any invader hardy enough to approach it. The dif- 
ficulty of landing, in the first place, any very large body of men at any 
point on our coast, where they have to be followed by ordnance and 
provisions, is a very serious one.* How is any tolerable commissariat 
to be maintained on the line of two hundred miles from the Gulf of Mex- 
ico to the Red River ? How many days would a hostile army be oc- 
cupied in marching through this wilderness ? While, on the other 
hand, what are our resources for defence, and how should Ave, in the 
meantime, be occupied during the advance of the invaders ? Down the 
Ohio, the Missouri, the Mississippi and its tributaries, would pour the 
troops of the West. Boats, supplies, everything would be at their 
cominmd, and the moment the invader crossed our boundary he would 
find himself far from his own ships, without .my base of operations, 
in the midst of a hostile population, and in front of a force of any re- 
quired numbers. Burgoyne's experiment in 1778 was not half as chi- 
merical, nor met with nearly as certain a fate, as would any such 
attempt. As to the dangers of servile insurrection, if they exist, 
and that they do exist, is one of the pernicious consequences of 
the " domestic institution," the peril would be the same if the British 
troops were landed at the Balize or at Mobile. But certainly no Bri- 
tish general in his senses will march two hundred miles in the rear of 
our country, for the pleasure of meeting there the riflemen of the West. 
There is not so strong a portion of the Union as the w^hole line of the 
Mississippi : a population inured to hardships, wonted to arms, and 
possessing rapid means of communication, may defy the force not 
merely of England, but of the world. But look at history and expe- 
rience — on our northern frontier. Great Britain has colonies for a thou- 

* In 1809, the whole British force in the Peninsula was onlv 2.3.000 men. Na- 
pier, vol. i. ap. No. 40. In 1811, it reached to 57,000. In 1812, to 48,000 ; Napier, vol. 
ii., ap. No. 20 ; and this, it must be recollected, was the greatest effort that En«j- 
land has ever made, and upon acoimtry within a few days' sail of her own ports, 
with the ocean at her command, Portugal for an ally, and the Spanish populatioQ 
as auxiliaries. 
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sand miles, fortifications — depots and waters on which she can move 
with rapidity and in great bodies, and yet what has she ever done 
there to annoy us ? Plattsburgh and Saratoga answer the question. 
The truth is, that this country never can be occupied by an European 
force. As regards conquest or occupation, it is absohitely invincible. 

On the other hand, if the numerous ports and long line of sea coast 
of Texas are to be defended as a portion of our own frontier, a vast in- 
crease must be made to our fortifications, and a very considerable one 
to our military and naval establishment. Texas, as a neutral, would 
be, in case of a war with England, far more serviceable than as a por- 
tion of our own territory, and that she would be a voluntary ally, is, in 
our judgment, in the last degree improbable. We seem to forget that 
there must be limits to our dominion ; in case of war, Great Britain 
will always endeavor to enlist in opposition to us our southern neigh- 
bors, be she Mexico or Texas, a policy far easier to be pursued with 
Mexico, already alienated from us, than with the people of Texas, 
claiming; the same origin with ourselves. In the case of a war, it were 
far better to have Galvesion and Matagordas in neutral hands tlian in 
our own. 

The annexation of Texas, instead of strengthening the Union, weak- 
ens it, just so far as it adds a great line of frontier to be occupied and 
defended. A friendly or neutral republic on our border is of vastly 
more importance to us in every military point of view. 

The leading, indeed, the only considerable inducement held out for 
this measure in Mr. Walker's pamphlet, is the prospect that Texas 
will furnish a great market for the mining and manufacturing produc- 
tions of the northern and middle States. The most elaborate produc- 
tion of his treatise consists of an effort literally to purchase the support 
of the North. He seems to think of us as Sallust thought of Kome, 
that everything is up for sale — that honor, conscience, freedotn, arc 
all equally in the market. — Omnia venalia sunt. A trilling incon- 
sistency may be noticed. Texas, as a mart for slaves, is to assist 
in draining the old slave States, and in extirpating the institution. 
As a market for the products of the free States, it is indefinitely to 
augment their resources, indefinitely to increase their productions. 
It would be desirable to know why the same cause is to produce 
effects so different. J3ut Mr. Walker has, in some respects, rightly 
appreciated the character of our people. During the fifty-five years 
of independent existence, under our present form of government, three 
have been consumed in war; nearly two entire generations have been 
devoted exclusively to the pursuit of material acquisition. There can 
he no doubt that, in some respects, profound peace and advancing lux- 
ury have exercised an injurious intlucnce upon the national character. 
That "fierce spirit of liberty'' which, seventy years ago, Mr. Burke 
so beautifully depicted as equally our glory and our strength, scarcely 
breathes in us with equal vigor. The spirit of party and the love of 
gain are the two master-impulses that agitate our bosoms ; and two 
foes more dangerous to human virtue, and more injurious to national 
character, are not to be named. Political divisions, growing out of 
great national questions, are the life-blood of a free people ; party spirit, 
sectional cabal, seliish intrigue, destroy the very existence of public 
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virtue. The pursuit of property, as leading to independence, is the 
most honorable occupation of peace. The mere acquisition of wealth 
for the gratification of appetite or the satisfaction of luxury, poisons 
the springs of private virtue. These two ills combined, waste our 
countr^^, and our national and commercial existence bears on every 
hand the impress of their terrible ravages. It is these incentives, and es- 
pecially the latter, that are now called to the aid of this new measure. 
Every consideration of national faith and national justice is coolly set 
aside, that the manufacturers of the East, the farmers and miners of 
.L^ middle States, may reap more abundant profits. 

There can be no doubt that if Texas becomes a great and prosper- 
ous country ^he must be a large consumer of the products of the free 
States. There is no doubt that, as a rival power, her competition may 
seriously affect the planters of the Carolinas and of Louisiana. It 
must do so in any event. But are these the only considerations, are 
they the leading considerations to govern the conduct of a wise or of a 
Christian people ? No spirit is so surely self-destructive as that which 
grasps at gain without stopping to inquire as to the means that are to 
be used. The mere pursuit of riches, unchecked by moderation, un- 
chastened by principle, is sure to be visited by the judgments of the 
Almighty. The American race was planted in this western world not 
merely to clear forests, dig canals, construct railroads, plant cotton, 
grow sugar and amuss wealth. For higher and nobler objects w^ere, 
we fondly hope, the foundations of this vast empire laid. To hold up 
to the w rid the spectacle of a great, free, self-governed country, bear- 
ing for its motto equality and justice, a refuge for the oppressed of the 
old world, a warning to tyrants, and an incitement for the brave and 
good of every age ; these were the objects for which the desolate shores 
of America were sought ; for which the men of the revolution labored. 
And has it all resolved itself into an increase of the dividends of Low- 
ell, or an augmented profit upon the mines of Pennsylvania ? 

" All this," said Mr. Burke, in that profound speech on conciliation 
with America, which if listened to might have changed or checked the 
destinies of two I^mpires — " all this I know well enough will sound 
wild and chimerical to the profane herd of vulgar and mechanical po- 
liticians who have no place among us — a sort of people who think that 
nothing exists but what is gross and material, and who, therefore, far 
from being qualified to be directors in the great movement of empire, 
are not fit to turn a wheel in the machine. But to m^n truly initiated 
and rightly taught, those ruling and master principles, which in the opi- 
nion of such men as I have mentioned have no substantial existence, 
are in truth everything, and all in all. Magnanimity in politics is not 
seldom the truest w isdom, and a great empire and little minds go ill 
together." 

We have not the slightest doubt, however, that Mr. Walker has 
greatly ex^iggerated the growth and value of Texas. He supposes it 
to increase with the rapidity of Louisiana. We see no reason to be- 
lieve that its advance will in any assignable proportion keep pace with 
it. The vast difference between the growth of the free and slave 
States is too familiar to require remark. Louisiana does not owe her 
rapid growth to her own resources : she has been fed by the whole 
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valley of the Mississippi. Slave-holding Louisiana may thank heaven 
that she is the outlet of a great free country. Where is the popula- 
tion of a similar kind that is to nourish Texas ? The rivers of Loui- 
siana take their origin in the densely peopled, industrious States of the 
north. The rivers of Texas rise in uncultivated mountains. The 
products of the free States pour downwards to Louisiana. The popu- 
lation of Texas must struggle upward from the sea-coast prairie to the 
hills. A mere cotton and sufrav growing* country, in the latitude of 
Morocco, nourished by no back population, at present consisting of a 
mere strip of fertile land along the sea, destitute of good harbors,* and 
above all " birth-strangled" by slavery, is deficient, in our judgment, 
in some of the first elements of greatness. It may indeed have a rapid, 
as it were a convulsive growth, at the start, like Mississippi and Ala- 
bama, and will slacken in its career from the same causes. This is 
not a matter in which it becomes one to speak with confidence, but 
there seems abundant reason to doubt whether the promised consump- 
tion of Texas has not been greatly overrated, and whether we are not 
asked to barter our birthright for a mess of pottjige. 

Mr. Walker writes so much like a partisan in this matter, with so 
much excitement and under so great and evident a bias, that I confess, 
with perfect respect to his motives, I greatly doubt the general accuracy 
of his statements. To seduce Pennsylvania, we are told that Texas 
"has no mines of coal or iron."^ This is material every way. If with- 
out coal or iron, Texas is one of the feeblest countries on the globe ; she 
must be for ever a mere cotton growing district. But it is not so : all 
the accounts concur in stating that she possesses both. Newell says, 
p. 172, " iron ore is found in abundance in the east, north, and middle 
parts of Texas ; and bituminous coal also on the upper Colorado equal 
to that of Pittsburg." Kennedy says, vol. i., p. 117, " iron ore is dis- 
tributed in profusion throughout Texas;" and p. 118, coaly both bi- 
tuminous and anthracite^ abounds from Trinity Kiver to the Rio 
Grande," so that Pennsylvania may not find it such an excellent bar- 
gain after all, and may peradventure catch a rival instead of finding a 
customer. 

But we are told by Mr. Walker that the annexation of Texas is es- 
sential to the existence of the present tariff. For a slave-holding ad- 
vocate of slavery, and a Southern opponent of the tariff, to urge the 
measure upon the ground that it will be prejudicial to slavery and bene- 
ficial to the tariff, is certainly what the lawyers call using the license 
of counsel to its full extent ; and we may well be permitted to doubt 
whether arguments so urged against the known prejudices and inter- 
ests of the advocate are entitled to the merit of sincerity. Can they 
claim any other merit 1 

If indeed the independence of Texas could so fa" alfect the tariff as to 
compel Congress to apf>roach the revenue line of duty, that of itself 

♦ "Galveston," says Mr. Kendall (vol. i., p. 20), "in a commercial point of 
view, is the most important place in Texas, yet no vessel larger than an ordina- 
ry sloop of war can cross the bar at the highest tide. The harbor is considered 
far from safe, yet it is one of the best on the entire coast from the Rio Grande to 
the Sabine." 

t Globe edition of Mr. Walker's Letter, p. 21. 
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would, in our minds, be the strongest possible argument against annex- 
ation. Such a result would be received with delight, not only by the 
southern interest to which Mr. Walker so exclusively belongs, but by 
all those at the north who look forward with anxious desire to the mo- 
ment when the shackles shall be struck off the limbs of trade, and in 
the expressive language of Franklin, " exchanges shall be as free 
amons; all nations, as between the counties of England." 

The annexation of Texas urged upon us for the support of the pre- 
sent tariff! This is indeed a potent argument, addressed by a demo- 
crat, a southern and a planter, to the manufacturers of Lowell ! The 
fraternal tie which binds them is well known to be strong ; and we, 
who for years have been struggling to establish but a partial freedom 
of trade, are called upon to yoke in with the manufacturers of the east 
in the support of a system that we have ever denounced as unequal 
and unjust. The argument is as insulting to our reason as it is odious 
to our feelings. 

But how stand the facts ? Mr. Walker's argument is briefly this. 
That Texas, as a neutral powc^ 'U be flooded with the manufac- 
tures of England : that no systei. ;i custom-houses will be sufficient 
to command the line of the Sabine, the Red River and the Arkansas, 
and that thus the whole west must be deluged with her productions. 
How stands the case on our northern boundary ? For thousands of 
miles, rivers and inland seas divide us from the colonies of England. 
Has the tariff' been found ineffectual on that frontier ? is it not per- 
fectly notorious that the woollen and iron manufactures of England are 
so bulky in proportion to their cost, that smuggling on any great scale 
is out of the question, and that although England has all Canada for 
her depot, the amount of contraband articles introduced into 
the country is altogether insignificant. And yet, what England can- 
not effect with the help of the St. Lawrence, the Lakes and Canadas, 
she is to effect by penetrating the wilderness of the south-west, with- 
out depots or communications — without, indeed, at present, any inter- 
nal communications whatever. 

Mr. Walker tells us, in so many words, that unless Texas is re-an- 
nexed, " the commerce of the country w ill be transferred from New- 
York and the ports of the North, to the free ports of Texas." That 
is to say, that New England, New York, Pennsylvania, and the Great 
West, now supplied through New York, Boston and Philadelphia — 
and into which vast territory neither Canada, the St. Lawrence, nor the 
Lakes enable England to smuggle anything worth naming — that these 
same States will be supplied with contraband goods through Texas, 
lying from four hundred to one thousand miles to the south. Can any- 
more preposterous proposition be started ? And the argument is just 
as false in regard to the southern as to the northern States The cum- 
brous goods of England cannot cross our lines surreptitiously under 
the most favorable circumstances — is it common sense to suppose that 
what cannot be done on the St. Lawrence can be effected across the 
Sabine ? 

The tariff, unfortunately, is vastly too strong to be overthrown by 
smuggling; nothing but an enlightened and liberal legislation can ac- 
complish it; and its opponents have as little to hope from the annex- 
ation, as its friends to dread from the independence of Texas. 
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But tho unanswerable argument of the friends of annexation is yet to 
come. We are tokl (Mr. Walker, p. 16) that if Texas is not annex- 
ed, the south and south-west must separate from the north and unit<.* 
with Texas. The sordid, anti-national and unpatriotic character of 
the movement could not be made more manifest. The south, unless 
^ratified in this point, will unite with Texas to prevent free trade and 
perpetuate slavery. If this be the issue, in (Jod's name, so be it. 
We have heard the cry of disunion so long, that it has begun to lose 
its terrors. If the south prefer Texas to the north, let them try the 
exchange. But it is absurd. The south cannot separate from the 
north. The mere agricultural portion of the country cannot separate 
from the manufacturing: and commercial. Nor does the south desire 
it. Deceived and inflamed by party leaders, they are often unwise, 
violent and unreasonable. But the south, bone of our bone, and lle.sh 
of our flesh, will not persist in any course of conduct dangerous to their 
material interests, at war with every true national feeling, and fatal to 
liberty. 

We have yet to consider the effects of annexation on the Institution 
of slavery. 

If Texas is to be annexed, it is as forming one or more slave States 
that she is to come in. At the very first view of this part of the sub- 
ject, it is a striking fact, that the whole vigor and activity of the 
movement comes from the south. You may find at the north, indivi- 
duals here and there in favor of the measure. Many who, with our 
usual lukewarmness upon political topics, would consent rather than 
have the trouble of opposition ; but were it left to the north alone, the 
annexation of Texas would be the last topic to agitate us. The whole 
pressure, as we have said, proceeds from the south. What common 
interest unites the southern members of this confederacy in demanding 
the exercise of powers so doubtful, against the settled policy of this 
government, and at the imminent hazard of embroiiing us with foreign 
states ? What other interest can it be than the strict alliance proceed- 
ing from that baneful institution which forms the cround-work of their 
whole social organization ? What other tie can it be than that slaveiy, 
which many among them have openly declared shall rule the destinies 
of our common country ? 

It is only with slavery as a political institution that these paragraphs 
have anything to do — as a basis of representation, as affecting our 
national legislature — as controlling the fate of the District of Colum- 
bia and territories — as interfering with the riglU of petition, slavery is 
a national establishment, and as such, every freeman in the northern 
States has a direct interest and clear right to examine it in all its hear- 
ings. With slavery as mere slave-holding, as a " domestic iastitullon," 
I do not intend, nor affect to intermeddle. I set myself up as a judge 
of no other person's virtue ; but the institutions of my country no 
man can prevent me from discussing. 

In approaching this subject, above all others, effort should be made 
to preserve a reasonable and fraternal temper. The south has been 
irritated by what they term the fanaticism of the abolitionists. That 
fanaticism has largely mingled with the course pursued by that party, 
is too evident to permit denial. That in their violent denunciations 
3 
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of the riK/livos of the great body of the slave-holding class, their 
course has been unreasonable, impolitic, and unchristian, it were vain 
to question, but it would be well to inquire whether the violence of the 
south has not fully kept pace with that of the least judicious portion 
of the north • whether the fanaticism of slavery is not quite as wild, 
quite as ferocious as the fanaticism of freedom. 

I am no abobtionist; I have no connection, direct or indirect, with 
that sect. lam strong!}' attached to that great political party which 
now for half a century has, with few interruptions, ruled the destinies 
of the Republic ; I am entirely persuaded that the interests of the 
country call for the restoration of that party to power ; but detesting 
slavery with the natural abhorrence of a freeman, regarding it as the 
'greatest disgrace and the greatest misfortune of my country, no party 
allegiance shall silence my voice, or prevent me from doing that little 
which every man in his humble sphere is bound at least to attempt, for 
the cause of liberty and good government. 

A most serious ground of opposition to the admission of Texas is, 
that it must incalculablv increase the slaveholdinfj; interest. Not the 
southern interest ; I would as lif^f be governed by the south as by the 
east or west : on the great subject of conunercial intercourse, would 
far rather ; but the northern man must be false to his education, and 
blind to his interests, who does not, inch by inch, and hand to hand, re- 
sist the extension of the slaveholding power. The institution is in 
every way a blight and a curse. In those districts where it exists, it 
has plunged the laboring class into degradation, and made labor itself 
dishonorable. Requiring a ruinous investment of capital in the slaves 
themselves, while it deprives the operative of every stinmlus to exer- 
tion, it makes the master idle and reckless. It has blighted the pros- 
perity of the Southern States, and tlie line which separates the free 
from the slave portion of this confederacy is traced clearly and dis- 
tinctly as if by the hand of the Almighty himself. Twice the ques- 
tion has been presented to the people of this country : twice as a na- 
tion tliey have been called upon to decide between slavery and free- 
dom, and twice to their infinite shame and misfortune have they de- 
cided in behalf of slavery. 

Ry th<^ compromise of the federal constitution, slavery Avas incor- 
porated into the government, a power conferred upon, and a represen- 
tation given to property wholly foreign to the first principles of the 
Union, and for twenty weary years the national sanction was, notw ith- 
standing Madison's emphatic protest, extended to atrocious traffic 
which the common voice of mankind now declares piracy. " Twenty 
years," said Mr. Madison, " will produce all the mischief that can be 
apprehended from the liberty to import slaves. So long a term will 
be more dishonorable to the American character than to say nothing 
about it in the constitution." [Madison Papers, vol. iii., p. 1426.] 
" Religion and humanity," said Mr. Rutledge, of South Carolina, 
" have nothing to do with the question ; interest alone is the govern- 
ing principle with nations." [Vol. iii., p. 1389.] Such was the spirit 
which triumphed in the federal convention. Tliis first error has brought 
others equally, even more serious in its train — in the expressive language 
of Scri|.».*are," the fathers have eaten sour grapes and the children's teeth 
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are set on edge," Nearly half a century after the formation of the 
government, was cllected that most unlnip])y settlement of the Mis- 
souri 'question, which is the inmiediate source of our present ti fl'ieul- 
ties. It is only l)y looking at the past that statesmen can acquire 
wisdom— it is only in tlie hard school of experience that nations or 
individuals are taught. U was in the settlement of the iMissouri ques- 
tion that the slave-holding inteiest, lhat the slave-holding power 
avowed its determination to extend and perpetuate its pernicious influ- 
ence, and it was then that the fretMnen of llie north were taught that 
they had in the hosom of their own country, masters whose wilful 
blindness and haughty violence could claim kindred with the most 
despotic spirits that the world has seen. Constitutional scruples, and 
the terms of the treaty w ilh I'm nee, were relied on to justify the 
course of southern gentlemen, hut all these reasons were abandoned 
in that wdiich was so absurdly called a "compiomise and the con- 
stitutional power was distinctly asserted in the 8th section of the act 
(1820, Mar. 3t), ch.20-21) which declares that slavery should he pro- 
hibited north of thirty-six degrees and thirty minutes of north latitude, 
aterritory in which experience had shown it could with ditiiculty exist. 
Slavery a second time triumphed, and the bitter fruits of northern 
weakness have been abundantly enjoyed in our generation. It is to 
the settlement of the Missouri (juestion, to its introduction of two 
slave States, to its promise of many more, and to the confidence and 
arrogance which it engendered in the slave-holding interest, that we 
owe those scandalous acts that have tarnished the character of tho 
country, and have vitiated the whole action of the government. It is 
to this that we owe the disgraceful scenes of violence which within a 
few years we have witnessed even on the free soil of the northern 
States; it is owing to this, that the freedom of the mails has been 
violated ; to this, that the expression of northern opinion has 
been stifled ; to this, finally, that the first statesman of the south, in 
the sight of day, and in the face of a Christian and civilized world, has 
declared " slavery to be a great good." This is the bitter cup which 
the north has drank to the dregs, and now for the third, and for tlu^ 
last time, tliis question is presented to the arbitran\ent of the Ameri- 
can people. 

Shall new slave territory be added to this republic ? Shall the 
materials of five or six slave-holding States be added to the Union? 
Shall the slave-holding power be rendere<l perpetual ? Shall slave 
representation be indefinitely extended? For the last time these questions 
are to be decided — if Texas is annexed so far as this Jieneration is con- 
cerned, so long as the Union lasts slavery is perpetual. The annexa- 
tion of Texas is but another name for the perpr.l'jih/ of shiver t/^'^'' and 
wc who now enjoy the rights and hold the soil of the Union, must bid 
farewell for ever to the hope of rcdieving ourselves from the danger, 
the odium and the disgrace inseparable from this pernicious institution. 

The idea that the annexation of Texas can lead to the extinction 
of slavery is certainly one of the most extraordinary for its l)oldne.ss 
that has ever been put forth. How in the nature of things can tl;c 
addition of slave-holding States diminish the extent or influence of 
that institution ? Is it likely to weaken the bond or diminish the cou- 
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tidence which now binds the slave Stales together ? Is the addition 
of a great mart for the sale and consumption of slaves likely to dimin- 
ish the supply of the article ? Will the addition of a great cotton- 
growing country to be cultivated by slaves alone, be likely to diminish 
the slave breeding of V^irginia ? 

This is precisely the same argument used in the discussion of the 
Missouri question. " It is furlber urged," said Mr. King, in his ad- 
mirable speech on the subject,* " that the admission of slaves into 
Missouri would be limited to the slaves already within the United 
States, that their health and comfort would be promoted by their dis- 
persion, and that their numbers would be the same whether they re- 
mained confined to the States where slavery exists, or are dispersed 
over the new States that are admitted into the Union." And what 
has been the result ? 

We are not left in this matter to speculation alone ; experience has 
decided it ; this is not the first time that we have been asked to annex 

great slave-holding country on the south-west of the republic, 
Texas is but a second Louisiana, and so far as slavery is concerned, 
the results of the addition of the first will show us what is likely to 
be the effect of the annexation of the second. Louisiana was annex- 
ed forty years ago. Great public policy was supposed to require its 
acquisition ; as regards slavery, its results have been most disastrous. 
In 1800, we had a slave population, excluding nearly forty thousand 
in the novf free States of New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, 
of 650,000. In 184u, we had a slave population of two millions and 
a half. Mr. Senator Walker, who has, with great confidence, put 
forth this new hypothesis, lays stress upon the diminution of the slave 
population in one or two of the most northern of the slave-holding 
States. It is not difficult to perceive the extent of this diminution. 
In 1790, the slaves in Delaware amounted to 8,887 ; in Maryland to 
103,066, making together about 113,000. In 1840, the slaves in 
Delaware amounted to 2,605, and in Maryland to 89,767, numbering 
both together about ninety thousand. So that, while in two slave- 
holding States a reduction has been eflTected of about thirty thousand 
in forty years, in the Union at large the slave population has been 
increased nearly 2,000,000. Add, if you choose, to this the slaves in 
New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, who, in 1790, amounted 
altogether to 36,484, and then strike the balance and see how the 
account stands. Credit the south-west with 56,000 as the entire re- 
duction, and you have to debit it with the terrible amount of ^m?o mil- 
lions. This is Mr. Walker's process for the extinction of slavery. 
In every other bond State of the Union the slave population has regu- 
larly increased. In Virginia, to whose climate, soil and products sla- 
very is just as well suited and as important as to those of New York, 
there were in 1790, 293,000 slaves. In 1840, there were 448,987. 
This is the more striking when we consider the growth of white po- 
pulation in this State. In 1790, the whole free population was 
454.,8S1. In 1840, it amounted to 790,810. So that the slave popu- 
lation has in Virginia itself kept even pace with the free. Compare 



* Niles' Register, vol. 17, p. 220.] 
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this with Mr. Jefferson's anticipations. In his " Notes," puhlishcd in 
1782, a M^ork which for its bokhiessand intelligence does him immortal 
credit, he estimates the population free (:2U6,952) and slave (270,762) 
at 567,614. He calculates that it will double in every twenty-seven 
and one-fourth years, and according to that ratio supposes that in 183f> 
there would be 2,270,456 souls, and that in ninety-live years Virginia 
would contain between six and seven millions. 8ixty-tvvo years have 
rolled away : Virginia now has a population of scarcely thirteen hun- 
dred thousand, and the slaves have kept even pace with the whites. It is 
perfectly notorious that this is owing to the fact that the worn-out 
soil of Virginia, exhausted by slave labor, has required a change of 
products, and that instead of raising tobacco and wheat, they liave, 
in great part, devoted themselves to breeding slaves for exportation to 
the South and West. Tbis is tbe " rotation of crops" in Virginia. It 
is perfectly apparent, that if no such inducen\ent had been held out t<» 
that State, her slave po})ulation would long since have dwindled away. 
Virojinia owes her slaverv now to nothinc; whatever, but the new 
south-western slave market opened by our federal legislation. Look 
at Louisiana herself; in 1810 there were 34,000 slaves ; in 1840 
there were 168,452. Indeed, long previous to the addition of Louisi- 
ana, the same experiment had been going on. Alabama and Missis- 
sippi were but the prototypes of liOuisiana and Texas. Addition of 
slave territory at the south-west has been our " Course of Emphcy 
That system has produced a steady and enoimous increase of slave 
population, and slave population is slave representation — fifteen hun- 
dred thousand slaves are now actually represented in Congress. Shall 
we then he told that a continuation of the same policy will have a 
wholly different effect ? 

In 1840 the slaves in the old original slave States amounted to 
1,392,523. In the new slave States of Tennessee, Kentucky, Ala- 
bama, Missouri, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana and Florida, they 
amounted to 1,086,404, so tbat oni: million of slaves have been addeil 
to the Republic by our own act — by tbe addition of slave-holding ivv- 
ritory to the south-west. 

And we are gravely informed that slavery, if left to itself, will work 
its own cure. I quite agree to the proposition ; but when sliall we 
begin the experiment ? Is adding new slave States leaving slavery to 
itself — is adding a new market for slaves — is adding Texas, leaving 
slavery to itself? If tbis institution had been cooped up in the old 
States, if it had been left to the territory on the Atlantic coast, I have 
not a doubt that it would long since have disappeared. But the whole 
vigor of the federal government has been regularly and systematically 
applied to the extension of slave territory and slave-holding. 

And after this, shall we be told that slaveiy will be diminished by 
the annexation of 'I'exas .' There is but one hoj)e for that result, and 
that is in limiting the confederacy to its present boundaries. If we 
remain satisfied with our present possessions, the vigorous principle 
of freedom must inevitably by its own action root out slavery from 
among.st us. The principle of freedom is one of perpetual growth, 
while slavery bears with it the seeds of its own destruction ; wasting 
the soil w hich it covers, and in)poverishing the race which tolerates it, 
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it will yielf'i silently and ineviltbly to the advancing steps of fieodom. 
It exists, ai d has existed solely under the patronage and assistance of 
the central government. If Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi and 
Alabama ; if Louisiana, Arkansas, and Missouri hatVnot been added as 
slave States, it would already have dwindled to a span ; it will now 
be too feeble for the elements of freedom in the republic, unless re- 
inforced and re-invigoiated by the addition of Texas. 

It is constantly said that whenever it is madc^ clear to the minds of 
Southern ])eo])le, that slave labor is in an economical point of view 
less advantageous than free labor, they will forthwith set about abolish- 
ing it. This proceeds on the notion that on this subject men will be 
governed by a sagacious, clear-headed, cool observation of their pecu- 
niary interest independent of every other consideration. It is not very 
often that men arc found thus acting. We are said to be creatures of 
interest — but of what interest ? Every day, every hour, the interest 
of the future — the interest of wisdom and forethought gives way to the 
interest of the present — the interest of pas^;ion, of fear, of pride, of ap- 
petite. 

Many considerations enter into a substitution of free for slave labor, 
besides that of mere pecuniary advantage. The pride of the propri- 
etor — the fear of change — custom — with many other of the strongest 
passions of the heart, are to be overruled before th(! voice of reason can 
be listened to. Add then to these the political considerations — make 
the slaveholding class the preponderating one in the government, as it 
undoubtedly is — give it a representation of its property — give it nearly 
all the Presidents — a control of the oflices, and any man with his eyes 
open, will at once perceive that this institution, instead of being formi- 
dable, is, so far as human agency can make it, all but invmcible. It 
would be absolutely so, were not the crimes and follies of men con- 
stantly overruled by higher inlluences. It is to this that we owe the 
conviction that the system of slave labor, inherently unjust and inex- 
pedient, is as essentially suicidal. 

The argument that Texas can by any possibility affect slavery in- 
juriously, is almost ludicrous, when we consider by whom it is urged. 
The consideration that the annexation of Texas will extinguish sla- 
very is gravely presented to northern men by southern gentlemen, 
who avow themselves devoted advocates and adherents of the slave- 
holding interest. It is by slave-holders, by the enemies of the right 
of petition, by gentlemen who denounce all agitation of this question 
as next to kin of treason, that w^e are gravely urged to receive Texas 
on the ground that slavery will be thereby extinguished. Thus it is 
that the prejudices and passions of every section are to be reached ; 
the northern citizen is to be coaxed v/ilh the prospect of extending 
freedom, while the southern statesman clutches a new slave empire 
in his grjisp. 

Mr. VValker's pamphlet, which contains a series of ingenious appeals 
to whatever there is of ignorance, prejudice, or love of gain at the 
north, contains some statements which deserve notice. He depicts, 
in frisfhtful terms, the degradation of the free blacks at the north, and 
portrays in appalling colors the conse(j[uences ot immediate emancipa- 
tion 
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We have, in the first place, to remark some very extraordinary 
misstatements of facts. Mr. Walker says, for the purpose of showing 
an alarming increase of free blacks, p. 13: " By the census of 1790, 
the number of free blacks in the States (adding New York) adjoininj; 
the shiveholding States, was 13,933. In tlie States, adding New 
York, adjacent to the shiveholding Slates, the number of kvv. Idacks, 
by the census of 1810, was 14S,107, being an aggregate increase of 
nearly eleven to one in Ne^v York, New^ Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
Indiana, and Illinois.'* 

" One would have supposed that Mr. Walker would have seen that 
this enormous ratio was evidently impossible, because it is far greater 
than the greatest increase of the free whites, and because he immediately 
follows it up by statements showing the wretched physical condition of 
the free blacks ; a condition evidently incompatible with a rapid and 
healthy increase. But we are not left to any abstract reasoning in the 
matter. In making out this ratio, Mr. W^alker altogether omits the slaves 
in those States in 1790, who were emancipated between that period and 
1840, became by that process ''free and should of course be 

added to the number in 1790 to produce a correct idea. Now the 
slaves in New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, in 1790, were 
36,484 ; add Mr. Walker's free blacks, as above, and w^e have ^lOfiOV 
blacks in those States in 1790, and 148,107, in 1840, so that the 
growth instead of eleven to one, has been three to one in fifty years. 
But this ratio is too large, inasmuch as I have included Ohio, Indiana, 
and Illinois in the latter statement — although they are not embraced 
in the amount of 1790. 

The true result is arrived at in another mode. Tlic number of 
blacks, slaves and free, in the nine old free States of New England. 
New^ York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, in 1700, was r»7,.")79 ; in 
1840, in the same States, the number was 141,559, Avhich is little more 
than two to one in fifty years — the black population in lifty years hat>- 
doubled, while the free population during the same period has more 
than tripled. A few other comparative statements will show this mat- 
ter still more fully in its true light. In the nine old States just above 
named, the free white population in 1790, was l,900,97i). In 1840, 
it was 0,618,750. It has more than tripled. In the four old slave 
States of Virginia, the Carolinas, and Georsyia, the free whiles in 1790, 
were 923,383. In 1840, they were 1,892,617. They have barely 
doubled. In the same States, in 1790, the slaves were 530,357. In 
1840 they were 1,302, 786. The increase is as two and a halflo oncj; 
therefore the result is briefly thus: In the free States the whites in 
fifty years have more than tripled. In the slavc^. States they have 
barely doubled. In the free States the blacks have doubled ; in the 
old slave States they have increased as two and a half to one. Taking 
all the slave States together, they have more than quadrupled. So 
much for the alarminsr increase of tlie free blacks. With freedom, 
the black race is utterly insignilicant ; it is only when it is fostered by 
.slavery that it becomes formidable, and thus fostered, it in truth 
makes the future most alarmins:. What are we to do with the ten or 
twelve millions of slaves that another half-century will show among us. 
In regard to the Slave Representation, this matter is of the most 
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ominous import. Fifty years ago we consented that the owners of 
Siuvc Property should be represented on three fifths of that property, 
provided they were also taxed on it. It is well known that they 
have had the representation without hearing the taxation. The} 
have had the privilege without the charge — and no small privilege is 
it. We have incorporated in our federal Government a principle 
which at the north opinion has denounced. We have given prop- 
erty a clear and prodij^ious advantage. — We have given the owner of 
nve hundred slaves as many votes as three hundred freemen, and have 
already placed in Congress twenty member^ representing Property 
alone. How far is this to go ?-— Are we really so totally insensible to 
political powc^r, that we are ready to incorporate Texas at the risk of 
extending the principle of slave representation ? In the Southern 
States it is a right guaranteed hy the Constitution, In Texas it would 
be a jnere privilege, odious and unjust, conferred without any reason 
wiiatever. The evil threatens to be quite great enough in our present 
territory — when our two millions and ahalf of skavesat the present rate 
oi' average have become ten or twelve millions, and thus will he in 
half a century, what shall we do in this matter ? 

What shall we do when instead of fifteen hundred thousand slaves 
represented on the floor of Congress, we shall have six or seven mil- 
lions — when instead of twenty members representing ^^rty^er^// in that 
body, we shall have on the present ratio between eighty and a hun- 
dred. Mr. Jellerson, sixty years ago, understood this perfectly. 
" Under the mild treatment our slaves experience,'' he says in his 
iVotes, " and their wholesome though cr .ise food, this blot on our 
country increases as fast or faster thah the whites." But Mr. Jefier- 
son was a patriot and a statesman. If he was ambitious, it was for 
noble objects ; if he souglit power, it was to do good. 

And now what becomes of Mr. Walker's terrific statements in re- 
gard to the growth of the free black population in the northern States. 
He says, " at' this rate," i. e., eleven to one, the free blacks in the six 
free States above named would, in 1S90, amount to 1,600,000, and he 
estimates the amount of expense and crime on this basis. They will, 
in fact, scarcely come up to 300,000 ; and at the same period our white 
population will be nearly twenty millions. In short, all Mr. Walker's 
calculations on this heatl must be divided by five to get at the truth. 

So much for Mr. Walker's statistics ; they are most amazingly in- 
accurate, when we consider that he has taken the trouble to prepare 
them himself for this sj)ecific purpose. I respectfully submit, that 
when honorahle senators get up statistical tables for a particular pur- 
pose of great national moment, and intended to affect the minds of their 
tellow-citizens on a large scale, they should be prepared with more 
care. In fact, and it is a very serious fact, the free black population 
increases in some of the slave States as fast, and in other States mucli 
iaster, than in the free States. In Arkansas, from 1830 to 1S40, the 
increase of the free colored population was 229 per cent. In New 
Hampshire the diminution was 1 1 per cent. In Louisiana the increase 
was 52 per cent. In New York but 1 1 per cent. In Mississippi the 
increase was 163 per cent. In Pennsylvania, but IS per cent. So thai 
ihe free black population actually increases faster in the slave States 
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than in the free ; and this is, 1 suppose, to be 'ascribed mainly to llie 
etTects of a climate more congenial to their constitution.* 

There are other portions of Mr. Walker's calculations which cqually 
deserve examination. His tables are compiled, we are informed, en- 
tirely by himself; a fact sulTicicntly apparent, inasmuch as they are 
manifestly got up to serve a purpose, and yet, when carefully exam- 
ined, they prove little or nothing for the case. The first and second 
tables (page 12) go to show^ that the number of deaf and dumb, idiots 
and insane, in the non-slaveholding States, is 1 out of 96, in the 
slave States 1 out of 672, and among the whites 1 in 561. What 
docs this prove } This physical ditlerence is owing, no doubt, mainly 
to the fact that the northern climate is unsnited to the Africans. But 
the most valuable conclusion to be derived from it is, that the whites 
are worso off than the negro slaves ; and the only legitimate inference 
is, that the free laborers of the north should turn blackamoors, and 
hoe cotton under an overseer on the banks of the Pedee.t 

Who doubts that the free blacks are worse off than the slaves ? The 
one race is oppressed morally, but their physical comforts are in the 
main cared for. It is the interest of their masters that they should 
be well fed and well housed. The other is oppressed both physically 
and morally — they are degraded and overwhelmed Avith prejudice — 
no matter whether deserved or undeserved, the eflect is the same. 

As to insanity, no doubt the free blacks are more alllicted by it than 
the slaves. Of course it must be so. Mental action leads to mental 
disease. Who can doubt that insanity is more prevalent in England 
than in Russia — among freemen than among slaves } Insanity is one 
of the privileges of freedom. 

The third table (page 12) is made to show that the number of ne- 
groes, deaf and dumb, blind, idiots, insane., paupers, and in prison, in 
the non-slaveholding States, is I out of every 154, or 22 to 1 against the 
free blacks, as compared with their Slaves. Now here the paupers 
and prisoners are evidently included for the purpose of swelling the 
proportion, and it is erpially evident that it is most absurd to embrace 
them. We all know that the minor crimes on the plantations in the 
slave States are not punished by law. Petty thefts, pcitty broils, w hich 
fdl our prisons with free blacks, are there punished by the overseer. 
So that the prison statistics do not furnish the slightest guide to a cor- 
rect result. Again, where are all the old, infirm, and helpless slaves 
who burden the plantations and destroy the profits of southern labor ? 
What is a slave, to all intents and purposes, but a pauper— -fed by an- 
other, clothed by another, and labouring for another } Mr. Walker 
quietly informs us, page 12 : There are no paupers amomj the 
sMmJ" True enough, they are all paupers — two millions and a half 
of paupers. 

Here, ao;ain, is a palpable confusion of f\icts, arranged w^ith the ef- 
fect of completely perverting 'the mind, and producing a false result. 

♦ American Almanac for 1843, p. 205. 

t Since this pamphlet was first published it has been pretty well proved inai 
the census of IS to was prepared with great negligence, so much so indeed, mat 
except as to mere numbers, it can scarcely be cited as an authority; but lam 
quite willing Mr. Walker should have all the benefit he can get from it.^ 
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But we may well ask what has all this to do with the annexation of 
Texas ? The wretcheJ condition of most of the free blacks at the 
north is a matter with which we are familiar ; whether owing to cli- 
mate, to prejudice, or to natural differences, they are undoubtedly con- 
sidered in the free States as a Helot race, and the natural consequen- 
ces have made themselves apparent in their misery and in their crimes. 
How far that prejudice has been created or nourished by our laws, how 
for their degraded position is or has been owing to the existence of sla- 
very, and to the continual action of the Federal Government in behalf 
of that institution, are questions which perhaps it is impossible, cer- 
tainly unnecessary to answer. 

But, at all events, what has this to do with annexation or with sla- 
very 'i The white race is the predominant interest on this continent ; 
and it is in behalf of the white race, and for its effects upon the white 
race, that the freemen of the north oppose and denounce slavery. It 
is as degrading white labor, as affecting white freedom, that we of the 
north detest the institution. The free blacks are fading from the land, 
slavery nurses and extends the evil ; slavery but augments the dan- 
gers with which emancipation, sure to come at last, will have to con- 
tend, and the degradation of the free blacks furnishes humanity only 
with another reason against the extension of that race, which, on this 
continent at least, seems born only to furnish food for oppression. 

The consequences of emancipation would, in Mr. Walker's opinion, 
lead to a general rush of the freed blacks from the south upon the 
northern States— another bugbear, to frighten the timid spirits of 
the north. What single reason is there to suppose that the eman- 
cipated slaves would pour themselves upon the freed States ? Is it 
likely that these children of the torrid zone would seek the inclement 
climate of the north f The mere animal instincts furnish an insuper- 
able obstacle. What possible inducement, if freed at the south, would 
they have to seek starvation at the north ? No one reason can be as- 
signed for supposing that the blacks would leave a climate suited and 
agreeable to their constitutions, and for the productions of which their 
labor is necessary, to perish of idleness, cold, and misery in the free 
States? There 'is evidently much greater reason to suppose that in 
such an event the free blacks of the north would precipitate themselves 
on the south ; they would find there a great mass of their brethren, a 
more conjrenial climate, and labor to which their constitution is suited. 

But who is it that talks of immediate emancipation ? and what has 
immediate emancipation to do with the annexation of Texas ? With 
the exception of a few blind fanatics, it is impossible to find any at the 
north so ignorant as to misunderstand the constitutional guaranties, or 
so immoral as to wish to violate them. The right of petition, slavery 
in the District of Columbia, and above all, the extension of the slave- 
holding power, do indeed greatly agitate our minds. But with the 
question of immediate emancipation, we very well know thai we have 
nothing to do. We very well know that this matter is left to the ju- 
risdiction of the States themselves ; to them most i)roperly and safely 
left ; and immcidiate emancipation is only a chimera raised by those 
who wish to cover with the odium of abolition every man who has 
enough of sense and courage to express his abhorrence of slavery. 
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It is too late to attempt to niake these false issues. The people of 
the north, for a while, were (lehided by them ; the day has now, thank 
God, gone by. The question now is not whether the abolitionists are 
fanatics, nor as to the consequ(;nces of immediate emancipation, but 
whether slavery and the slaveholding power shall bo perpetuated by 
the direct agency of the federal goveriunent. This is the question 
that the Christian freemen of the north, that the Christian freen»en of 
the south, must decide, with a just view of their responsibility to that 
religion which they profess, and to that civilized world of which they 
are a part. Not the north alone does this matter by any means allect. 
The south has a far deeper, more direct, more vital interest in oppos- 
ing the annexation of Texas than any that we of the free States can 
pretend. There are in the slave States multitudes of high-minded, 
right-judging men, who perceive the fatal effects of slavery, and 
earnestly desire its extinction. Let these men think well betbrc they 
abandon the last hope of freeing themselves and their cliildren from 
the burthen of this incubus. 

If the preceding pages have established what it was undertaken 
to maintain, it has been shown that the annexation of Texas can- 
not be eflected without an exercise of power, at the best very 
doubtful, and which has been denied by some of the ablest statesmen 
this country has ever produced — that wliether it is followed by a 
war with Mexico or not, it is equally a departure from our original 
and well-established policy with respect to foreign nations, and 
must give to this country an attitude of aggression in regard to its 
feebler neighbors — that finally it must prodigiously aggravate the evils 
of slavery. 

If I have succeeded in carrying the mind of the reader w^th 
me thus far, it only remains to inquire what will be the probable 
effect of this measure upon the union of these States — the proba- 
ble effect, for he must be prosumptuous indeed who atlects to speak 
with confidence of the ultimate destini(^s of this western hemisphere. 
We can only argue from the existence of certain causes to their pro- 
bable effects. 

And at the outset it is proper to remark that the results of this 
measure will be neither to-dtiy nor to-morrow. If the friends of an- 
nexation triumph, the calm and deliberate temper of the north will 
prevent any inmiediate outbreak, and we shall be told with abundant 
airs of triumph, how much we have miscalculated and overrated the 
effects of this dreaded step. But the destinies of nations are not de- 
cided in a day, nor yet in a generation. This republic has existed fifty 
years. Fifty years is scarcely a moment in the life-time of empires, 
if we rightly apprehend the probable consequences of the annexation, 
they will be slow, but they will be certain, and as disastrous as 
certain. 

In the first place— another shock will be given to our faith in 
the Constitution, and to the value of constitutional law. Tl.c Con- 
stitution is the corner-stone of all onr institutions, and without a sacred 
adherence to its provisions we are at the mercy of lluctuating majori- 
ties, of violent factions, and selfish leaders. If the idea onr^e takes 
root in the popular mind that the Constitution means anything or 
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nothing, as it suits for the time being — that it affords no barrier against 
the will of the dominant party, one of the greatest safeguards of order 
disappears. Our government is one of opinion. No force upholds 
it ; the confidence of the people gone, it has nothing to fall back upon. 
The exercise of doubtful powers, therefore, against the clear convic- 
tion of any respectable minority, is always a great evil ; nev^er to be 
justified except by some great, some paramount necessity. No such 
necessity can be shown in the present case. 

Again, the annexation of Texas is fraught with evil, inasmuch as it 
impairs, if it does not utterly destroy, the moral tone of our govern- 
ment. This Republic was founded with v^ery lofty pretensions — pre- 
tensions at the outset as well founded as lofty. Equality and justice 
are no unmeaning words. Men, whose superiors, whose equals per- 
haps, all things considered, the world has never seen, undertook to 
hold up to their fellow-beings the model of a government for admira- 
tion and for imitation. We have assumed a superiority over the 
establishments both of the old and the new world. 

But how are these high vaunts to be sustained. Wo already re- 
main the only great Christian civilized slave-holding power. The 
faith and honor of nearly one-fourth of the Union is sunk under a 
mass of extravagance and folly, only equalled by the rank knave- 
ry with which it was accompanied, and we propose now to enter 
on a career of violence and conquest. Is or is this not calculated 
to weaken our affections for our institutions No government can 
long exist in the face of the contempt of the w orld, and nothing is 
so likely to excite contempt as magnificent promises followed by 
paltry performances. A spirit of harmony, good order, religion and 
justice — justice not merely to ourselves, but to all mankind —is 
essential to a republican form of government. It is idle to suppose a 
republic can rest upon force or fraud. A government without 
armies, based only on the affections of the people, must cultivate 
those affections and those virtues from which the affections spring. 
Change the scene ; breathe a spirit of violence, injustice, aggres- 
sion and contempt of right, and your social family becomes a horde 
of banditti — this Union sinks to the level of the cut-throat Republics 
of South America, and perishes amidst the scorn and execrations of 
mankind. 

There is one further result to be noticed. The annexation of 
Texas will be regarded, as we have said, by the North, as a deter- 
mination on the part of the South to render slavery perpetual. What 
will be the effect of such an announcement upon this Union ? Rightly 
to answer this question, it is necessary to understand distinctly the ex- 
isting temper of the North, and the difficulties that the Union will 
have to encounter. A very perceptible change of feeling has taken 
place within the last ten years. It is as auspicious to freedom as it is 
ominous to the perpetuation of slavery. When the abolitionists first 
commenced their career, the violence of the South, the action of the 
federal government then in the firm hands of Jackson, and the timidi- 
ty of the North all conspired to produce a state of things as alarm- 
ing as it was short-lived. The abolitionists were hunted down ; they 
were made the victims of every species of mob-violence, the 
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mails were stopped, gag-ruk's forced through Congress, and the 
whole tide of freedom was turned backward. 13ut this state of 
things, in its nature, could not long last : men of all parties and of 
no i)arty came to the rescue — Adams, Leggett, Channing bearded 
Mie popular lion, and from that time a reaction becan\e manifest. 
Ihe abolitionists became politicians, and m\\ in the three leading 
States of Massachusetts, New York and Ohio, they number nearly 
fifty thousand voters. And this party belongs to a highly respectable 
class of the people. They have property and character. They may 
be fanatics if you please, but they are at any rate orderly and virtu- 
ous citizens. 

The operation of causes, commonly called political, is not to be 
lost sight of. The anti-slavery party is now a very small minority. 
But it is bound together by the strongest tie, and it is a curious fact 
that, while we habitually talk of the intluenccs of majorities, it is by 
resolute and determined minorities that the most important questions 
arc daily decided. A short retrospect will bring this very forcibly to 
the mind of any person familiar with our political history. 

Hostility to slavery has largely infiltrated it.self into both the 
political parties ; prominent democrats have denounced slave rule on 
the floor of Congress, while their opponents are still more zealous. 
This state of things has been greatly accelerated by the unreasonable 
violence, the overbearins: and the menace of the South. And how 
can it be otherwise ? The interests, the feelings, the prejudices of 
the North are all in favor of freedom. The example of England, 
the taunts and scoffs of all that is liberal in Europe, urge on some, 
while the voice of religion carries conviction to others. Thus is 
growing and swelling at the North a sj)irit of hostility to slavery 
which threatens immediate collision, and which nothing but ex- 
treme good temper, conciliation and forbearance on the jxirt of the 
South, could possibly silence or allay. It is not now abolition- 
fanaticism with which they have to contend. It is a growing, it 
promises soon to be a unanimous, conviction on the part of eight 
millions of freemen, that slavery is incompatible with freedom ; and 
that they are bound in every constitutional way to limit its influence 
and oppose its extension. 

What will be the feeling of this population when told that slavery 
is rendered perpetual ; that the child just born cannot look forward to 
<'xtremest old age with any hope of seeing it abolished ; and that we 
and our descendants, so far as human ken can go, must through all time 
bear the shame and odium of this institution / 

With what feelings of respect or regard will they look upon the 
government thus false to its own principles and to the destiny of the 
race } What other tie will bind the nation together but the mere 
sordid bond of material interest 1 And how long is this likely to re- 
sist the angry passions and fierce collisions which we are inevitably 
destined to meet ? On the other hand, what is the temper at ihv 
South, and what is it likely to be when Texas shall be annexed ? The 
wiser men among them are daily deploring the violence and infatuation 
which rule their councils. Menace, lawless language, and persona! 
violence have made Congress a scene of disgraceful brawls. Their 
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condjct 'n particular instances, seenns ingeniously devised for the 
purpose of exasperating the North, in the nomination of Mr. Everett, 
who had expressed a desire to aholish slavery in the District, many 
southern senators openly avowed their determination of rejecting him 
on this ground alone ; and the nomination of Mr. Chancellor Wal- 
worth was recently placed in jeopardy for no other reason than that, 
ten years ago, he had, in a judicial opinion, declared " slavery to be a 
national as well as local evil." 

Jt is thus that whig and democrat, alternately brow-beaten and 
insulted, put to the ban for want of fidelity to slavery alone, are 
conij)elled to make common cause against the oppression of this 
common foe. 

What is likely to be the state of things if Texas is annexed ? 
Mow is it possible to endure that which we shall be compelled to re- 
ceive at the hands of slave-holding legislators ? The stale of things 
will be peculiarly propitious to discord and disunion ; in the Senate, 
the two powers will be balanced at least so long as Texas constitutes 
hut oni'. State ; in the House, the free States will have a great and 
inci v'asing major! t}^, w^hile the topics of excitement and irritation will 
be of daily occurrence. W^ith every census the slave representation 
increases, with every census the representation of property increases, 
and in another half century we shall have six or seven millions of 
slaves actually voted upon in the House of Representatives. In this 
state of things, that the existence of the Union must become extreme- 
ly precarious, seems scarcely to admit of doubt. Some external 
danger, war perhaps, might be sufficient to keep us together ; but it 
seems in the last degree improbable that an empire so divided by its 
education, its associations, and its prejudices, where the government 
is so weak, and party spirit so strong, can long remain united. The 
stat(?smen of the North must either silence their convictions, stifle 
their opinions, and dwindle to the mere puppets of a slave-holding 
policy, or they will be forbidden to share in the honors of the central 
government. None but slave-holders, or their satellites, need aspire 
to federal honors. All the spirits of the North, who would not sub- 
mit to so defi^radinfj a vassalai^e, would either concentrate their ener- 

• • • 

gl ;s U) vilhcx the annihilation of slavery, or seek a melancholy alter- 
native in disunion. A House of Representatives controlled by the 
t judic(^s, or, if you phrase, the fanaticisms of freedom, would be 
feebly checked by a slave-holding Senate ; and, in such a state of 
things, how much the Constitution would be regarded in the conflict 
ol violent and contending parties, repeated experience leaves no room 
for question. 

Tlie annexation of Texas must be, in our judgment, fatal to the 
perpetuation of this Union ; not that it will result in any violent out- 
break, l>ut that such a state of temper will be produced as to render 
th(i harmonious action of the government impracticable. 

[''ifty years, it must b(^ remembered, have vastly changed the rcla- 
iiovFi of the members of this confederacy, both as regards themselves 
an ' foreign povvc^rs. Thi^. Union was the result of a common interest 
anr; a common apprehension ; to these, nobler impulses were added ; 
but the debates in the convention render it manifest that nothing but 
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the timidity of the free States induced them to make those great com- 
promises of principle so apparent in the federal charter. 

These original causes are greatly weakened. The northern States, 
densely peopled with a hardy and industrious race, connected in every 
direction by railroads and canals, self-dependent and independent, are 
no longer compelled to seek refuge in the arms of other States. A 
commcn interest still attracts them to the Union, a pride in the great 
names of the revolution binds them to it ; but no necessity retains 
ihem in the confederacy. The fear of foreign domination is obsolete. 
The free States have in themselves at this moment, in their commerce, 
their agriculture and their manufiictures, all the elements of indepen- 
dent empire. Is it wise to say to this people that slavery is pcrp tual ? 
Is it wise to declare that we have perpetually incorporated with the 
republic a system which oppresses one lace and degrades another ; 
which degrades labor, engenders violence, stilles opinion, and is as 
odious to freemen as it must be hateful to Cod ? 

For one, I do not wish to .see the experiment tried. I do not wish 
to see the religious opinions, the feelings, the prejudices of the north- 
ern States tried to this extent. Such trea^sures as we j)0ssess are not 
thus to be trifled with. 

It is not necessary to deny that under .some circumstances it might 
he pleasing to contemplate the annexation of Texas to our own 
dominion. If there were no constitutional di/ricultv, if it involved no 
violation of faith as regards Mexico, no extension of slavery, nothing 
could in that case be more agreeable to an Amc^rican Statesman than 
to sec the great area of this republic enlarged ; it would be a new 
triumph of the Anglo-Saxon, an extension of freedom, the progress of 
a purer Christianity. 

There can be no doubt, whether it is to be effected by our govern- 
ment, by the people of "^lexas, or by some yet more desperate adven- 
turers, that the descendants of the indomitable race from w hich we 
spring must possess this continent from the Atlantic to the Pacific. 
The feebler people succumb to the more powerful ; such has been the 
invariable course of empire in either hemisphere ; whether under the 
pacific policy of Penn or the fierce and oppressive rule of Hastings, 
the ignorant and the feeble possessor of the soil must yield to the 
braver and more competent invader : but this inevitable course of 
events forms no necessary portion of the destinies of this government 
— it is not our incumbent duty to overturn the rising governments of 
Mexico or Central America, and in the name of civilisation and reli- 
gion to subjugate and oppress the nations who now people those 
beautiful lands. That revolution may be eflfected silently and peace- 
ably without the agency of governments, without political amalgama- 
tion, by the mere operation of material interests and commercial rela- 
tions. 

This government has other and higher destinies to fulfil : it is the 
hope of the world, it is the only country whose institutions profess to 
be based upon justice, where no armed soldiery stifle the expression 
of opinion, where no opulent aristocracy humbles the laboring class, 
where property is equally diffused, the only country where man, in 
any proper sense of the word, enjoys freedom : that treasure it is ours 
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to preserve, and it can only be preserved by maintaining in their 
original purity those institutions on the origin of which a benignant 
Providence smiled. 

By a rigid adherence to justice, by a sacred obedience to that 
instrument which we are ail pledged to support inviolate, and by a 
scorn and hatred of oppression,^ can we alone maintain those liberties 
which constitute all for which this life is worth the having. 

The Texan Treaty, with its accompanying documents, are now 
before the people. We now have in our hands the evidence of the 
origin of this negotiation, of its conduct, its alleged necessity, and its 
result. More materials for rellection have rarely been comprised in 
equal compass. These developments have already excited in the 
public both amazement and regret, and we shall now endeavor, as 
rapidly and briefly as possible, to analyze this last production of Mr. 
Tyler's government. 

When Mr. Calhoun was called to his present situation, a general 
feeling of confidence was expressed, one naturally resulting from his 
admitted capacity and long experience. We shall see how this con- 
fidence has been answered. Mr. Calhoun has placed himself precisely 
in Mr. Upshur's shoes, adopted his work, repeated his arguments, and 
while he cannot claim any merit of originality, he has charged himself 
with the entire responsibility of this negotiation . We profoundly regret 
it, for it is manifest that no other judgment can be pronounced than 
one of absolute and unqualified condemnation. 

The treaty bears date the 12th of April, 1844. By it the Republic 
of Texas cedes to the United States all its territories, without any 
boundary whatever, to be annexed to the Union as a Territory, and 
hereafter to be admitted as a State. 

All titles and claims to real estate valid under the laws of Texas 
are confirmed. 

The United States assume the debt of Texas to the extent of Ten 
Millions of Dollars, and the public lands of Texas are pledged for its 
payment. 

The treaty is to be ratified within six months. 

Such is the treaty — ^let us now see its origin, scrutinize somewhat 
more closely its provisions, and then examine the alleged necessity 
under which it has been concluded. 

In the first place, it proceeds entirely from the government of the 
United States. There is not the slightest proof that annexation is any 
more desired by Texas than it is by the people of this Union. 

On the 17th of October, 1S43, Mr. Upshur, then Secretary of 
Slate, writes to Mr. A'^an Zandt, Charge of Texas, making a formal 
proposition of annt^xation. This offer ims declined^ as api)ears by Mr. 
Upshur's letter to Mr. Murphy, our charge at Texas, dated 2t)th .Jan- 
uary, 1844. In tliis letter, written to be shown to President Hous- 
ton, the Secretary renews the proposition, in a manner of which it is 
painful to speak, when recollecting his melancholy fate. In discuss- 
ing, however, matters of this peculiarly public character, it is impos- 
sible to keep silence from personal considerations. The document is 
in every way discreditable to this nation ; at one time wheedling — at 
another threatening, this government has actually stooped to menace 
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the feeble Republic of Texas, in case it refused to enter the Union, 
" with being ground to powder in the revolutions of the upper and 
nether mill-stones"( — England and the United States.) 

Mr. Murphy is told (all this, be it remembered, for the benefit of 
President Houston) that if Texas refuses, " war is inevitable.^'* Before 
this attitude Texas has succumbed, and, so far as she is concerned, 
the treaty is the result of a plain direct threat of war. Nor is there 
any proof that her people desire it. A vote was taken on the ques- 
tion in 1836 (the President's message), and.it seems only ninety-three 
persons voted in the negative ; and this vote eight years old is what 
our functionaries, gravely rely on as a proof that the people of Texas 
are now in favor of the measure. No wonder that, acting on this 
mode of reasoning, this same letter to Mr. Murphy (still to be read 
to President Houston) contains positive and exaggerated declarations 
that the people of the United States are in favor of the measure, and 
closes with the most extraordinary statement " that measures have 
been taken to ascertain the opinions and views of Senators on the 
subject, and that it is found a clear constitutional majority of two- 
thirds are in favor of the measure." This in January last, when not 
the slightest means had been taken to ascertain the sense of the nation 
on the subject ! 

So much for the origin of the treaty. It is made on our solicita- 
tion, and is the result of the most exaggerated mis-statement and 
direct menace. The instrument itself is in good keeping. It has 
been concocted with utter indifference to the opinion of every sound- 
thinking, right-judging man in the Union. 

In the first place, as to the Boundary : It involves us in an immedi- 
ate conflict with Mexico. Not the slightest — not one solitary effort 
has been made to obtain the consent of that power. The President 
distinctly admits that Texas and Mexico are still at war— says " the 
war has been vmged Jot eight years,'''* — into this war, without a word 
of explanation to the Spanish confederacy, this country is now thrust; 
and the only apology contained in Mr. Calhoun's letter of the 19th 
April, 1S44, to B. S. Green, Esq., our Charge at Mexico, announcing 
the consummation of the project, is the information which he directs 
Mr. Green to convey to the Mexican Government " that this step has 
been taken in full viev) of all possible consequences in other words, in 
full vieio of war. Menacing Texas and defying Mexico, our wise 
negotiators proceed on their judicious and Iicnorable course. 

And as to Mexico, it was certainly discreet to consider the chances 
of war. They have made it unavoidable. While saying nothing 
about the boundary of Texas, they have actually annexed to the 
United States territory now peaceably occupied by the Mexican 
Government. This is quite clear. Texas cedes herself to the Union. 
The Union accepts the cession. What can be meant by Texas, but 
what she has solemnly declared herself by her legislative acts — i. e. 
all the country east of the Rio Grande ? Now Santa Fe lies east of 
the Bio Grande, and Santa Fe is at this moment a great Mexican 
depot; and yet the negotiators of the Treaty have actually annexed 
Santa Fe to the United States. 

The other provisions are quite harmonious. The United States 
" assume the debt and liabilities of Texas, however created, for which 
the faith or credit of her government may be bound at the time of 
4 
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the exchange of the ratification of the treaty^^'* a period of not more 
than six months hence. Ten millions of dollars — although the 
plenipotentiaries of Texas, in their letter of the 15th April, 1844, 
expressly state that their debt is but five millions of dollars, so that 
the treaty pledges the United States to assume a Texan debt of five 
millions of dollars, and gives her six months to create a debt of five mil- 
Horn more. No wonder annexation finds friends ! 

Again — all the land claims to the amount of sixty -seven millions 
OF ACRES, are declared valid. Calculating land w^orth, after annex- 
ation, one dollar per acre, less than our minimum price (it is now 
worth nothing for sale), add the debt, and we have seventy-seven 
millions of dollars handed over by this treaty to private speculators. 
This is jobbing on the epic scale. No wonder annexation finds 
friends. 

The public lands are estimated at two hundred and three millions 
of acres. Of this, sixty-seven millions are already granted. One- 
third is gone. Is that likely to be the best or the worst part ? How 
much of the remaining two-thirds will come into market within our 
life-time 1 Answers to these questions will show what security the 
public lands of Texas afford for the payment of the ten millions of 
the debt which we have assumed. 

So much for the treaty — in every aspect it is most offensive. The 
result of our repeated solicitations — brought about by menace and 
misrepresentation — utterly disregarding the rights of Mexico, distinctly 
contemplating the hazard of war — it bears the most revolting impress 
of private cupidity. It shocks the common morals of mankind. 

And now for the alleged necessity. What is the impending evil 
to avoid which this notable negotiation has been begun, and so skil- 
fully carried through ? 

In the first place, England has in the most express and positive 
terms disclaimed any intention whatever to take any step in regard to 
acquiring power in Texas that can give us the slightest ground of un- 
easiness. 

Lord Aberdeen's letter of the 26th Dec, 1843, declares in the most 
absolute terms that Great Britain desires no dominant influence in 
Texas — that her objects are purely commercial, and that she has no 
desire whatever to affect the United States through Texas. His 
words are these, they cannot be too often repeated. They are direct 
and clear. 

" With regard to the latter point, it must be and is well known both 
to the United States and to the whole world, that Great Britain de- 
sires, and is constantly exerting herself to procure, the general aboli- 
tion of slavery throughout the world. But the means which she has 
adopted, and will continue to adopt for this humane and virtuous 
purpose, are open and undisguised. She will do nothing secretly or 
underhand. She desires that her motives may be generally under- 
stood, and her acts seen by all. 

" With regard to Texas, we avow that we wish to see slavery abol- 
ished there as elsewhere, and we should rejoice if the recognition of 
that country by the Mexican government should be accompanied by 
an engagement on the part of Texas to abolish slaV'ery eventually, 
and under proper conditions, throughout the republic. But although 
we earnestly desire and feel it to be our duty to promote such a con- 
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summation, we shall not interfere unduly, or with an improper as- 
sumption of authority, with either party, in order to insure the adop- 
tion of such a course. We shall counsel, but we shall not seek to 
compel or unduly control either party. So far as Great Britain is con- 
cerned, provided other States act with equal forbearance, those 
governments will be fully at liberty to make their own unfettered ar- 
rangements with each other, both in regard to the abolition of slavery 
and to all other points." 

" Great Britain, moreover, does not desire to establish in Texas, 
whether partially dependent on Mexico or entirely independent 
(which latter alternative we consider in every respect preferable), 
any dominant intluence. She only desires to share her influence 
equally with ail other nations. Her objects are purely commercial, 
and she has no thought or intention of seeking to act, directly or in- 
directly, in a political sense, on the United States through Texas." 

" The British government, as the United States well know, have 
never sought in any way to stir up disaffection or excitement of any 
kind in the slave-holding States of the American Union. Much as 
we should wish to see those States placed on the firm and solid foot- 
ing which we conscientiously believe is to be attained by general 
freedom alone, we have never in our treatment of them made any 
difference between the slave-holding and free States of the Union. 
All are, in our eyes, entitled, as component members of the Union, 
to equal political respect, favor and forbearance on our part. To that 
wise and just policy we shall continue to adhere ; and the govern- 
ments of the slave-holding States may be assured that, although we 
shall not desist from those open and honest efforts which we have 
constantly made for procuring the abolition of slavery throughout the 
world, we shall neither openly nor secretly resort to any measures 
which can tend to disturb their internal tranquillity, or thereby to af- 
fect the prosperity of the American Union." 

Now it will scarcely be believed that this letter is the pretext for 
the present treaty — because England desires and exerts herself in ihe 
way of honorable and open counsel for the abolition of slavery in 
Texas and throughout the world ; because she will advise such a 
course on all proper occasions, therefore we must annex Texas to 
protect and perpetuate slavery ; and Mr. Calhoun writes a letter to 
Mr. Pakenham, April 18th, 1844, in which he goes into a labored 
defence of slavery, seems almost to doubt whether the free States 
have done well in abolishing it ; declares that Texas is to be annexed 
to guard against the danger of its being abolished in the southern 
States ; and finally declares, " that what is called slavery is in 

REALITY a political INSTITUTION ESSENTIAL TO THE PEACE, SAFETY 
AND PROSPERITY OF THOSE StATES OF THE UnION IN WHICH IT EX- 
ISTS." 

The veil is rent, and fortunately rent in time — Texas is to be an- 
nexed, for the sole and only object of perpetuating slavery. " What 
is called slavery''^ is essential to those States where it exists — no mat- 
ter where, in Virginia or Carolina, on the wheat field or rice planta- 
tion, in Missouri or Alabama, slavery is essential to the States where 
it exists. This monstrous language is the deliberate declaration of 
the first cabinet officer of the first free government in the world. 
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The game is now manifest. " England," it seems, " is not free 
from the suspicion of having attempted to abolish slavery in Cuba.^^ 
(Upshur to Everett, 28th Sept., 1843.) 

It is evident that this presents to the people of the Union a question 
entirely new and which they cannot avoid. This issue is not as to 
abolition of slavery in the southern States, the District, nor the Ter- 
ritories of the Union, but whether this government shall devote 
its whole energies to the perpetuation of slavery ; whether all the 
sister republics on this continent which desire to abolish slavery, are 
to be dragooned by us into the support of this institution. 

This treaty evidently forms a new era in the history of our govern- 
ment. Hitherto the watch-word has been non-intervention in the do- 
mestic affairs of the South. Now it is intervention with foreign na- 
tions to protect, extend and perpetuate those institutions. It is per- 
fectly evident that this cause is suicidal, and equally evident that no 
portion of the Union can for a moment be deluded by it. It destroys 
the last hope of all the middle States from Virginia to Missouri for 
the abolition of the institution, and covers the North with all its sin, 
odium and ruin ; yet this is the policy for which Mr. Calhoun has the 
amazing boldness to say that he is ready to plunge this country into 
wary — " taken in full view of every possible emergency." 

The government seems to be acting under a perfect hallucination 
as to the subject of slavery. Why should not England advise and 
urge the abolition of slavery ? Have we ever (independently of the 
right of search) found fault with her peaceable endeavors to abolish 
the slave-trade ? Is not one nation at liberty to use the language of 
counsel to others, provided those others do not themselves object. 
Are we jDrepared to join issue with England on this subject, and while 
she strives to abolish, we labor to perpetuate slavery — a galhnt con- 
test indeed ! Even Mr. Murphy, our diplomatic representative in 
Texas, who writes in a " whirlwind of emotion thai he cannot express," 
seems to understand this matter better. On the 24th of September 
last he wrote to Mr. Upshur, " say nothing about abolition" — and on 
the 23d he says, " do not offend our fanatical brethren of the north ? 
talk about civil, political, and religious liberty — this will be found the 
safes! issue io go before the world with.^^ — It would indeed. 

The state of frenzy to which our functionaries are wrought up is 
certainly curious. They all appear, like Mr. Murphy, in " a whirl- 
wind of emotion." The Secretary of State seems to forget the plain- 
est facts of Constitutional law. He says in his letter of the 8th of 
August, 1 S43, " The Canadas cannot be reached by the slave by land, 
without his passing through States of our Union, whose laws give him 
freedom by the fact of his treading on their soil; and Canada is the 
secondary recipient of the fugitive slave." 

He actually appears to forget the constitutional provision for the re- 
turn of fugitive slaves. Where are the States which give freedom to 
the fugitive slave? We should be right glad to know. 

We" stand in the crisis of a nation's destiny. It rests with us, at 
this day, to decide whether this union shall retain its place among 
honoriible, wise and well ordered governments, or whether advocating 
opprc:ssion under the mask of freedom, it shall rush blindfold on its ruin. 

' The fate of the treaty is sealed. Whatever little chance it may 
hiive had, is destroyed by the odious and absurd light in which it is 
presented to the people of these States. 
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MR. GALLATIN ON THE TEXAS QUESTION. 

The folIo\ying remarks of the very distinguished Albert Gallatin, 
the last survivor of the cabinet of Jefferson, were made at the Great 
Anti- Annexation Meeting over which he presided, called by the citi- 
zens of New York without distinction of party, and held at the Taber- 
nacle on Wednesday evening, April 24th, 1844. 

That immense building was thronged to overflowing with an assem- 
blage of the fust respectability, and the officers who represented equal- 
ly the two great political parties, meeting in harmony upon the same 
platform, were there. 

PRESIDENT, 

ALBERT GALLATIN. 

VICE PRESIDENTS, 

Morris Franklin William C. Bryant 

David B. Ogden James Harper 

George Griswold John W. Edmonds 

B. F. VVheelwright Robert C. Cornell 

R. H. Nevins Wm. D. Waterman 

Drake Mills James Brown 

Minthorn Tompkins Peter G. Stuyveswt 

Hiram Ketchum Harvey Weed 

Thomas Tiieston Arthur Bronson 

James G. King Robert B. Minturn 

Pelatiah Perritt William B. Astor 

George E. Talman John L. Lawrence 

SECRETARIES, 

Henry Nicoll Charles E. Anderson 

Thomas W. Tucker F. E. Westbrook 

N. M. Beckwith John Bigelow. 

Morris Franklin, Esq., read a letter from Chancellor Kent, denoun- 
cing the proposed annexation of Texas without the consent of Mex- 
ico as a breach of national faith and honer, which should be universally 
condemned. 

The venerable President, on taking the Chair, addressed the meet- 
ing as follows : — 

At my advanced age and period of life, witlidrawn as I am from the 
politics of the day, desirous of quiet, nothing could have induced me 
to attend this meeting but the magnitude of the subject. I will simply 
indicate the points involved in the question which has called us togeth- 
er, leaving to others abler than myself to discuss them at length. 
Till this day the United States have preserved the highest reputation 
among the nations of the earth for the fidelity with which they have 
fulfilled all their engagements, and generally carried on all their rela- 
tions with foreign nations. They have never engaged in a war for 
the sake of conquest— never but in self-defence, and for the purpose 
of repelling aggression against their most sacred rights. They have 
never acquired any territory by conquest or violence, nor in any other 
way but by fair treaties, fairly negotiated, with the consent of all the 
parties thnt might have any claim to the territory in question. 
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What is the nature of the measure which is now proposed — the an- 
nexation of Texas ? 

By the most solemn treaties between us and foreign nations, Texas 
has been declared within the limits of Mexico. If there was any 
claim on the part of the United States to that country, it was express- 
ly renounced by these treaties. It is perfectly clear then that the at- 
tempt now made is a direct and positive violation of treaty stipula- 
tions. I have heard it stated that there was danger that it would lead 
us into war. I think this but a very partial and erroneous view of the 
subject. I do assert, without fear of contradiction, that the annexa- 
tion of Texas, under existing circumstances, is a positive declaration of 
war against Mexico. I will say that even if the independence of Texas 
had been acknowledged by Mexico, it would be still war — for Texas 
is at war with Mexico, and in such a state of things, to annex it to this 
country, is to make us a party to that war. But as the case now 
stands, and whilst Texas continues at war with Mexico, and her inde- 
pendence is not acknowledged by the latter power, I will say, that, ac- 
cording to the universally acknowledged laws of nations, and universal 
usage of all Christian nations, to annex Texas is war ; and in that 
assertion I will bjje sustained by every publicist and jurist in the Chris- 
tian world. This would be a war founded in injustice and a war of 
conquest. I will not stop to inquire what Mexico may or ought to 
do in such circumstances. It is enough that the war would be unjust. 
1 know nothing of the desire or ability of Mexico to injure us. It is 
enough to say that an unjust war founded upon the violation of solemn 
treaty stipulations would disgrace the national character, which, till this 
day, has been unsullied. 

There is another view of this subject, more complex, more delicate, 
but I do think it is both better and fairer to meet it in the face. I al- 
lude to the effect that this measure would have on the question of sla- 
very. The constitution of the United States was from the beginning 
founded upon mutual concessions and compromise. When that consti- 
tution was passed, it appears that the Southern States, alarmed by the 
difference of their social state and institutions from ours in the North, 
required some guarantee. These may have been granted with reluc- 
tance, but they are consecrated by the Constitution. The surrender of 
fugitive slaves, and the unequal principle of representation, have been 
granted, and however repugnant to our feelings or principles, we must 
carry out the provisions into effect faithfully and inviolate. But these 
provisions applied only to the territory then within the limits of the 
United States and to none other. In the course of events we acquired 
Louisiana and Florida. And it has so happened, that the three new 
States, which have been added to the Union and formed out of territo- 
ries not within the limits of the United States when the constitution 
was adopted, are all slave-holding States. Florida will eventually add 
to the number. Thus additional security and additional power have 
been obtained by the South. With these I think the Southern States 
should be satisfied. Nothing is more true than that, if we wish to pre- 
serve the Union, it must be by mutual concessions and by reciprocal 
respect for the opinions and feelings of others. But these concessions 
must be truly mutual and not always on the same side. If it be asked 
what do we require from the South, I will answer — nothing whatever. 
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We do not require any new measure that should be repugnant either 
to their opinions or feelings. Nor do we interfere with the question 
of slavery in Texas. We have taken no measures — we do not mean 
to take any measures either to prevent or induce them to admit slave- 
ry. It is a free, independent State, and we wish them to do precisely 
what they please. All we ask is to preserve the present state of things, 
and that no attempt be made which must necessarily again agitate the 
public mind on thatsubject. It is too much to require from us that we 
should take an active part in promoting the accession of a foreign and 
a foreign slave-holding State, and that we should aid in extending the 
principle of unequal representation to new foreign States. The discus- 
sion of these questions does not originate with us, but those who have 
fostered this object. We wish to avoid every such discussion. If 
forced upon us, we must meet it. 

There are other considerations and momentous questions connected 
with this subject. Does the treaty-making power imply a power to 
annul existing treaties ? Does that power embrace the right of declar- 
ing war ? Can the President or Senate, in making a treaty with ano- 
ther power, disregard the stipulations of a treaty with a third party ? 
Again, can a foreign State be admitted into the Union without the 
unanimous consent of all the parties to the compact ? I know that the 
precedents of Louisiana and Florida may be adduced — ^but let us see 
how far they go. Their validity depends solely on the fact that there 
was universal acquiescence. Not one State of the Union protested 
against the proceeding ; and if upon this occasion the same should oc- 
cur, I will say that without adverting to forms we might consider it 
proper to admit that there is a right. But the precedent goes no far- 
ther. It does not go to the point that the power does or does not ex- 
ist. These, I have said, are momentous questions — they are tremen- 
dous questions — such as would necessarily shake the Union to its very 
centre, and such as I wish to see for ever avoided. 

But this measure will also bring indelible disgrace upon our demo- 
cratic institutions ; it will bring them into discredit ; it will excite the 
' hopes of their enemies ; it will check the hopes of the friends of man- 
kind. We had hoped that when the people of the U. States had 
resumed their rights and the government was in their hands, there 
would be a gradual amelioration of legislation— of the social state — of 
the intercourse between nations. Ail this is checked by a measure 
in which treaties are violated, and unjust war undertaken. Still 1 do 
not despair. My confidence is in the people. But we must give them 
time to make — to form — and to express their opinions. And there- 
fore it is that I do strongly reprobate the secresy — the insidious man- 
ner in which that plot has been conducted, so as to debar the people of 
the Union from the right of expressing opinion on the subject. Gen- 
tlemen, I have done. I thank you for the indulgence with which you 
have been pleased to listen to me. I am highly gratified that the last 
public act of a long life should have been that of bearing testimony 
against this outrageous attempt ; that the last accents of an almost ex- 
tinsuished voice should have been heard in defence of Justice, of Lib- 
erty and of the Constitution. 

The following Resolutions, offered by Theodore Sedgwick, Esq., and 
sustained by David Dudley Field, Esq. (both prominent members of 
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the Democratic Party) in eloquent and efficient speeches, Avhich were 
responded to throughout with the utmost enthusiasm^ were carried by 
acclamation, and the meeting adjourned. 

Resolved, 1 . Tiiat the United Stntes hnve sever, since the termination of the war of independence, 
acquired any tenitory by conquest or violence, nor in any other way than by tn-aties fdirl ntgo- 
tiated and freely agrfed to by all tho parties having cl:iim to such territory ; and that th -y have 
never m;ide war or comiiiitted hostiliti'^s against any foreign nation b a in self-defence anJ lo re- 
pel ag<;res:iiuus on their ntost s:tcn-d riu'hta. 

2. That straightforward, pure and irreproachable in its relations with foreign powers, the gov- 
ernment of the UtiUiid States ha^ wvt to this day violated any engagement it has made with 
them, but ha<, on thi! contrary, ever maintiined the faith of troaties with the most surupuious 
inte^'rity; and that the national reputation and character, nu Iet<s than the dictates of morality, 
prescribe a strict adh'^renci^! to these principles. 

3. That when;as tlie United States have by their treati«>s with Spain and Mexico, solpmnly 
acknowledL'ed and declared Texas to bi; within the limits of Mexico, and whereas Texas is still at 
war with Mexico, and .in one of the latest pnblir. documents is stiil designated bv herself a^ *'Thc 
DnpartmeMt of Tiixas:*' and wiiereas no breach of her engagements with (he United S:atfs is 
alleged against Mexico, any step taken by our goveriuuent to' annex Texas to this Union without 
the fr^e consent of Mexico would be a direct and open violation of our treaties with that power. 

4. That the pretunded ftrmer claim of the United Stales to Texas as havini; been pait of the 
French colony of Louisiana, cannot be sustained by the law of nations ; that if it ever had any 
validiiy. ii has bei^n expressly renounced by a solemn treaty ; and that the so called re-annexa- 
tioii of Texas" is a pretence for covering a gross act of injustice, in support of which no more legiti- 
mate precedent can be adduced than the re-annexation of Gaiicia to the Austrian doininions 
and that of oilier Popish provinces to those of Russia and Prussia by the first piirtitiou of Poland in 
the year 1772. 

5. Thai the annexation of Texas to this Union, as now conlemplated. would, according to the 
acknowledged laws of nations, be a positive declaration of war against Mexico, a war of conquest 
and an uiiju-st war, in which ilie nation would be supported by no sense of right, and be con tuned 
by the unanimous voice of the civilized and Chriatiau world. 

6 That if this course be adopted from the belief that the comparative weakness of Mexico may 
compel her to acquic;sce, or because at all events she is n it considered a formidalile enemy, tliis 
would be such an avowed dereliction of honorable principles as can never be countenanced by the 
American people. 

7. 'J hat the Government of the United States has in this very case acted in strict conformity with 
the principles asserted in the preceding resolution, since iti answer to an application made in 1837 
by Texas for admission into the Union, the Secretary of Stat ; (Mr. Forsyth) ex|)res6ly stated in the 
name of the Pi evident, that " so long as Texas shall remain at war, while the United States are at 
peace with her adver.-ary, the proposition necessarily involvt!S the question of war with that 
adveisary. Toat the United States are bound to Mexico by a treaty which will be scrupulously 
obse>ved on their part • * • • that they mii;ht justly be suspected of a disregard of the 
friendly purposes of the compact if this overture were to be reserved for future consideration, as 
this would imply a diNp(»sitiou to e.sponse the quarrel of Texas with Mexico ; a disposition wholly 
at variance witli the spirit of their treaty and with the uniform policy and obvious welfare of the 
United States.'' * * * * "That the indiicemenit for the annexation arc >ight when opposed to 
treaty stipulations and respect for timt integiity of character by which the United States have 
sought to distinguish hemselves since the establishment of their right to claim a place in the 
great family of nations And while alluding to the possib lify of Texas granting 
commercial favors to other nations, prejudicinl to the United States, Mr. Forsyth concluded by saying 
that " this Government will be consoled by the consciousness of the reciiiude of its inrentiona, 
and a certainty that no lasting prosperity can be secured when just piinciples are disregarded." , 

8. Th^it. this measure and this new line of policy — this aiibstitutiuii of a supposed expediency for 
right and justice— this spirit of ag<j;ression and boundless aggrandisement, even if not altogether 
incompatible, as they have ever proved to be, with I'berty, would inflict the deepest wound and 
disgrace on our democratic institutions, brinjjing them into discredit, and sinking them to the level 
of those governments where peace, war, and the destinies of mankind, depend on the passion? and 
caprice-i of a few privileged individuals. 

9. That Texas should in no case be atmexed without proper guards against slavery ; that, while 
we recogni/.e the bindin!{ force of th-; cimstitutional guaraiiiees given to the slave-h ilding States, 
and (mr duty to carry them into eft'ect with good faith, and to maintain tliem inviolate, it cannot 
be pretended that these obligations extended beyond the actual limits of the Republic— that by the 
admission of three, and eventually four new slave-holding Staie.4, c<m^isiing of territory acquired 
suli-sequ^-nt to the adoption of the constitution of the United States, such additional power has already 
been cnceded in that respect as should satisfy the South that a true conciliatory spirit consists in 
mutual respect for the opinions and feelings of others, that there must be limits to concessions all 
on one side, and that the North cannot, ought not, will not consent to any further extension of 
slavery, and of the principle of unequal reproseittatiou to territories lying beyond the actual limits 
of the' United State-. 

10. That in confiding the power of nngotiating treaties to the President it never could have been 
intended by the Constiuition that a project of such nmjsnitude a* the annextition of Texas, affecting 
the most imp trtaot interests of the nation, and implying a viola(i(m of exi;§iing treaties, should h<i 
accomplished wiihmit the knowledge of the peojile, and thns prevent them from formitig and 
expressing au opinion <m the subject, and that the haste and secrecy with which that treaty has 
been urged to its completion, are contrary lo the spirit of the constitution, subversive of the lights 
of tiie paople and of the States, highly objectionable iu principle, and most dangcruus in tlieir 
tendency. 



